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The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of comprehensive school
reform models on student achievement, student attendance and student discipline in
elementary schools in an urban school district of Georgia. A survey instrument Reform
Design School Questionnaire (RDSQ) was mailed to 20 elementary schools, with a
population of 264 teachers responding from a cross-section of comprehensive school
reform models, geographical locations, and socioeconomic status schools. In addition to
the archival data (Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Tests [GCRCT]),
information regarding the comprehensive school reform models, student attendance,
student discipline, socioeconomic status, quality staff development, principal’s leadership
style, academic performance, GCRCT performance expectation, needs assessment,
instructional method, and cost effectiveness was collected by the use of the Reform
Description School Questionnaire. Six hypotheses were tested in this investigation.
Findings from this study showed that the null hypothesis was accepted for three of the
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hypotheses and rejected for three. The null hypothesis was accepted for hypothesis one
because there was no significant relationship that emerged between student achievement
and comprehensive school reform models. The null hypothesis was accepted for
hypothesis two. There was no significant relationship between the comprehensive school
reform models used and student attendance. Hypothesis three showed that there was no
significant relationship between comprehensive school reform models and the number of
discipline referrals. The null hypothesis was accepted. Hypothesis four revealed a
significant relationship between socioeconomic status (free and reduced cost lunches) of
students and student achievement. The direction of the relationship was negative; as the
number of students who receive free or reduced cost lunches increased, the level of
students’ achievement decreased. The null hypothesis was rejected. Hypothesis five
showed a significant relationship between student achievement and quality staff
development. The null hypothesis was rejected. The finding revealed that the higher the
rating ofquality staff development, the higher the level of student achievement.
Hypothesis six showed a significant relationship between democratic principal’s
leadership style and student achievement. The null hypothesis was rejected.
The findings of the hypotheses also showed that: (1) student achievement was
significantly related to student attendance, student discipline, quality staff development,
and principal’s leadership style; (2) student attendance was significantly related to
improvement of students below 50% in reading and mathematics, student discipline and
principal’s leadership style and (3) student discipline was significantly related to
improvement of students below 50% in reading and mathematics, student attendance and
principal’s leadership style.
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American educators throughout the nation have developed educational reforms to
find answers to the question "How can we improve educational and social outcomes for
all children, especially those who are at risk of school failure?" (Desimone, Finn-
Stevenson, & Henrich, 2000, p. 269). Desimone, et al., concluded that school reforms
designed to answer the above question have included many different approaches (e.g.,
curriculum-focused programs, family support programs, early preschool interventions,
interventions in specific content areas, and whole school restructuring designs—
year-round schools, block scheduling, etc.). All of these changes have occurred because
ofpublic and political pressure to improve the quality ofeducation.
Political pressure for educational reform of school systems appeared to peak in
the late 1990s when President Clinton related in his 1999 State of the Union address a
plan to end social promotion. As well. President George W. Bush encouraged states and
school districts to end social promotion as part of the federal No Child Left Behind Act
(2001), which also required educational reform. On the state level, former Governor Roy
Barnes ofGeorgia developed a reform plan to improve the state’s education system. In
House Bill 1187, third, fifth, and eighth grade students were required to pass state exams




The superintendent in this targeted school district asked all schools to focus on
comprehensive school reform models as a method to improve student achievement or
develop a school reform for approval (Urban School District of Georgia, 2003). The
major focus of this current study is to determine the effects of comprehensive school
reform models on student achievement, student attendance and student discipline
problems in elementary schools of this urban school district.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this investigation is to assess the influence of comprehensive
school reform models on student achievement, student attendance and student discipline
in elementary schools in this urban school district ofGeorgia. The objective was to
collect information that would be helpful to teachers as they make adjustments and focus
instruction to improve student success. In addition, administrators, especially principals
acting as instructional leaders, would be provided with valid statistical evidence by which
to supervise teachers in relation to: (1) higher student achievement and (2) effective
strategies to assist in closing the student achievement gap between African-American/
Hispanic and Caucasian/Asian students. Student achievement is also amajor concern in
this urban school district, as mandated by the superintendent (Urban School District of
Georgia, 2003).
National concerns regarding the status of education for America’s students have
been the impetus of change for many schools. The state ofGeorgia is no exception. In
the proposed school district many strategies have been implemented to assist in this
effort. In 1999, a comprehensive study of this urban school system and student
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achievement was conducted. The present superintendent restructured schools into five
school reform teams. In which, four school reform teams comprise the elementary and
middle schools based on their geographical location and the fifth school reform team
comprise the high schools.
After the comprehensive study analyzed student achievement data, the lowest
achieving schools within a high school feeder pattern were required to adopt the Project
GRAD (Graduation Really Achieve Dreams) Reform Model. All other schools were
given a year to adopt a research-based comprehensive school reform model or to create a
proposal for a school improvement reform model. The goals of the school reforms were
to increase student achievement and to close the achievement gap among students in this
urban school district ofGeorgia (Urban School District ofGeorgia, 2003).
This study is designed to yield information related to critical factors that improve
achievement and to determine if certain comprehensive school reform models result in
the improvement of student achievement in elementary schools in this urban school
district. Specifically, this study calls for an evaluation of comprehensive school reform
models adopted by elementary schools to determine ifany (or all) are effective in
producing positive change in student achievement, student attendance and student
discipline problems.
Background of the Problem
The National Commission Report on Excellence in Education (1983) focused
public sentiment on the promotion of educational reform to improve student achievement.
The comprehensive school reform movement reappeared again at the nation’s governors’
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meeting on educational standards in 1996 with President Clinton (Cannon, 1996). This
stronger academic position encouraged further rigorous academic standards (Clinton
Speech, 1999; Denton, 2001). Resolution of the problems were said to be critical for
America’s future.
President Bush stated that as America entered the 21** century full of hope and
promise, too many of its most vulnerable students were being left behind. One reason
cited for this pattern was that 70% of inner city fourth graders were unable to read at a
basic level on national reading tests (United States Department ofEducation, 2002). The
goals of the No Child Left Behind Act were “high standards, accountability for all, and
the belief that all children can leam, regardless of their backgroimd or ability.”
The need for improved student achievement is also a concern supported by the
National Education Goals 2000, which had as one of its goals the improvement of student
achievement and responsible citizenship. These goals stated that by 2000 all students in
every school would leave grades four, eight, and twelve demonstrating competency over
challenging subject matter. Furthermore, America would ensure that all students leam to
use their minds well, so that they would be prepared for responsible citizenship (National
Educational Goals 2000,1996). Also, one of the objectives ofGoals 2000 was to
increase the academic performance of students in every quartile in elementary and
secondary levels.
The school system targeted ha amajority Afiican-American student population
and according to some researchers, the reason that some Afiican-American students
experience early school failure is due primarily to the Eurocentric characteristics of
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schools in which they matriculate (Alexander & Entwisle, 1988: Irvine, 1989). Other
reasons that African-American students have difficulty in the early elementary grades
have been explained as a result of: child readiness, family background, early academic
achievement and school processes (e.g., parental involvement and teacher perceptions)
(Alexander & Entwisle, 1988; Dauber, Alexander & Entwisle, 1993; Entwisle,
Alexander, Pallas, & Cadigan, 1987; Reynolds, 1992; Reynolds & Bezueko, 1993).
Nationally, African-American boys score lower than any other ethnic group on
standardized tests and are three times more likely than Caucasian boys to be misplaced in
classes for slow learners, special education classes and/or unfairly retained in elementary
school (Jackson, 1975).
One critical problem America faces is the discrepancy created because ofwealth.
Wealth is compounded with a host of other variables (e.g., resources available to the
schools, qualified teachers, family characteristics, location and physical structure of the
school, school readiness, etc.) All of these factors would be expected to influence student
achievement. The situation is further complicated when race is factored into the problem.
Blacks have less wealth than do whites, regardless of income, education, or occupation.
DiMaggio, 1982 as stated in Orr 2003, says that black students and white students can
have the same family income, ability, and teachers, but due to the wealth factor, white
students will still score higher on academic tests. This is said to be because of the way
economic capital and cultural capital are utilized in families. For example white families
own more homes and expose their children to more cultural activities as measured by
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attendance at symphony concerts, art performances and/or exhibitions, then do black
families (Orr, 2003, p. 281).
Figure 1 is an organizational chart of an elementary school in this urban school
district. Please note from the organizational chart that elementary schools with 500 or
more students receive an assistant principal position. As indicated in Figure 1, students
receive grades from their teachers based on their performance on teacher assignments and
assessments. Students form their opinions about their capabilities based on grades or
academic achievement. Parents also form opinions about their children’s capabilities,
based on teacher’s grades. These grades would be expected to influence students’
motivation to learn and to perform on standardized tests. Consequently, it has been
determined that parents, students and teachers have major roles in the educational
process.
The school district of this study has made the improvement of student
achievement a high priority. A summary of randomly selected elementary schools’
demographics and achievement levels of fourth grade students are shown in Table 1. As
seen in Table 1, elementary schools of the study district varied in student achievement for
Spring 2004 Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Tests (GCRCT) fourth grade
scores in reading from 42% to 99%, mathematics from 46% to 97%, and English/
language arts from 59% to 99%. At the same time, the free and reduced lunch status of
these schools varied from 3.9% to 100%. Three schools in the district were recognized in
2003 by the state ofGeorgia for their fourth graders scoring in the top five percent of
Georgia schools on the GCRCT. Two of the three schools have a free-reduced lunch
7
Figure 1. An Urban School District - Elementary School Organization Chart
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Table 1
Select Elementary School Demographics andAchievement ofFourth Grade Students
ofan Urban School District in Georgia
Schools SES: FY2004 Ethnicity: FY2004
Elementary %
African-
American Hispanic White Asian Multiracial
American
Indian
I 98.9 98 2 0 0 0 0
2 64.4 99 0 0 -1 -1 0
3 99.6 99 0 0 -1 0 0
4 99.0 99 -1 0 0 -1 0
5 4.0 7 4 84 2 2 -1
6 96.2 96 2 0 0 2 -1
7 90.7 99 0 -1 0 0 0
8 78.6 93 2 2 2 1 0
9 96.4 98 1 0 0 1 0
10 93.2 99 -1 0 0 0
11 90.7 98 -1 0 -1 0
12 96.0 96 3 -1 0 0
13 99.8 97 2 0 -1 0
14 98.0 99 0 0 0 0
15 95.0 99 0 -1 0 0
16 78.0 15 62 13 5 4 -1
17 99.1 99 -1 0 0 0 0
18 97.5 100 0 0 0 0 0
19 88.0 99 0 0 0 -1 0
20 90.0 77 21 -1 -1 -1 -1
21 90.0 99 -1 0 0 -1 0
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Table 1 (continued)
Schools SES: FY2004 Ethnicity: FY 2004
Elementary %
African-
American Hispanic White Asian Multiracial
American
Indian
22 7.8 8 8 79 3 2 -1
23 26.0 34 2 58 2 4 0
24 83.0 98 1 0 -1 0 0
25 14.0 17 5 65 3 3 -1
26 87.0 100 0 0 0 0 0
27 90.0 79 9 7 1 3 -1
28 91.0 96 2 -1 -1 -1 0
29 44.0 38 22 33 5 2 0
30 94.2 99 1 0 0 0 0
31 87.4 98 2 -1 0 0 0
32 3.9 9 4 82 3 2 0
33 100.0 99 -1 0 0 0 0
34 88.0 99 -1 0 0 -1 0
35 99.6 99 0 0 0 -1 0
36 87.0 96 2 -1 -1 -1 -1
37 98.8 99 -1 -1 0 -1 0
38 89.0 100 0 0 0 0 0
GCRCT Fourth Grade Scores
Schools Reading Mathematics English / Language Arts
Elementary 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
1 56 71 68 58 52 47 73 72 70
2 94 94 86 81 93 75 92 95 81




GCRCT Fourth Grade Scores
Reading Mathematics English / Language Arts
Elementary 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
4 87 58 82 69 40 63 85 62 74
5 99 99 99 97 96 97 99 98 99
6 97 96 90 95 96 87 93 98 94
7 83 93 76 86 81 74 92 93 83
8 97 97 93 96 92 85 95 97 93
9 85 76 60 83 58 51 81 68 64
10 42 51 66 53 38 41 62 49 66
11 81 90 81 86 84 75 92 88 84
12 78 65 71 79 67 58 89 74 66
13 61 68 53 66 58 38 75 71 53
14 51 56 46 58 39 17 64 48 37
15 65 81 68 59 64 53 79 83 66
16 61 68 86 59 75 78 69 72 77
17 63 71 69 60 59 49 72 71 66
18 71 77 50 74 80 23 68 77 55
19 68 69 64 82 78 35 90 79 68
20 76 62 65 63 61 48 70 55 67
21 50 82 64 46 66 51 68 82 74
22 97 97 91 97 97 92 99 98 92
23 90 82 85 84 77 77 90 91 77
24 76 75 77 61 53 63 80 73 77
25 97 92 95 95 92 85 97 95 91




GCRCT Fourth Grade Scores
Reading Mathematics English / Language Arts
Elementary 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002 2004 2003 2002
27 74 67 66 65 56 41 80 56 67
28 42 64 59 47 64 37 59 65 57
29 81 76 92 77 68 90 84 82 92
30 81 80 65 71 78 33 86 86 59
31 53 59 61 53 47 47 65 51 56
32 95 99 97 95 96 95 96 98 99
33 77 78 76 60 71 63 74 81 71
34 95 61 78 77 60 51 90 71 67
35 70 66 56 59 63 42 80 69 52
36 90 84 71 65 67 66 85 80 77
37 76 66 55 60 57 37 69 65 61
38 77 66 61 65 48 56 71 63 57
Legend:
SES = % of students with receive free or reduced lunch status;
Ethnicity = % ofAfrican-American, Hispanic, White, Asian, Multiracial and
American Indian students;
GCRCT = Percentile ranks of student Achievement Levels Two and Three: Meets
and Exceeds Expectations in Reading, English/Language Arts and Mathematics
for the academic years 2004,2003, and 2002 on the Georgia Criterion Referenced
Test.
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status of 3.9% to 4.3%. These two elementary schools are also very diverse in student
population (e.g., predominately Caucasian American; with a mix ofAfrican-Americans,
Hispanics, Indians, Africans, Asians, etc.). The third school, which has amajority
African-American population (96%), has a free reduced lunch status of 96.2%. The third
school was recognized as a 90/90/90 school. A 90/90/90 school has a population of least
90% minority, at least 90% free/reduced cost lunch ratio and 90% of their students
performed at the “meets or exceeds” expectations levels on the GCRCT test in fourth
grade for the 2002-2003 school year (Georgia Department ofEducation, 2004 & Urban
School District ofGeorgia, 2003).
Additionally, preliminary data showed that achievement gaps existed among the
urban public schools in the studied district. The elementary schools in the targeted
district whose students scored in the lowest range on the Georgia Criterion Referenced
Competency Test (GCRCT) appeared to be those schools located in the inner city
(predominately African-American). The targeted school district has not conducted a
study to determine the specific factors that contribute to student achievement as related to
the comprehensive school reform models adopted by the district.
The urban school district studied is large in terms ofnumbers and geographical
locations. Any changes implemented in schools should accommodate the needs ofa
diverse student and teacher population. In 2004, the school district had an enrollment of
approximately 58,000 students who were in attendance in 97 schools. There were 69
elementary schools (K-5), three ofwhich operate on a year-round calendar and 41 that
offer extended-day programs; 17 middle schools (6-8), and 11 high schools (9-12). The
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school system also supports an outsourced alternative school for middle and/or high
school students, two community schools, and an adult learning center. This district’s
schools are organized into eleven vertical K-12 clusters, which include one high school,
while the community schools and adult learning center are extensions of the regular high
school programs. There are nine comprehensive school reform models being used in
elementary schools in the targeted district, as well as system-wide comprehensive
reforms ofModem Red Schoolhouse and core reading. The comprehensive school
reform models adopted by elementary schools in the targeted school district are:
(1) America’s Choice, 2) Artful Learning, (3) Co-nect, (4) Core Knowledge, (5) Direct
Instruction, (6) International Baccalaureate, (7) Modem Red Schoolhouse (8) Project
GRAD I & II and (9) SFA Roots and Wings.
Statement of the Problem
The current investigation is designed to determine the effects of comprehensive
school reform models adopted by particular schools on student achievement, student
attendance, and student discipline in this targeted urban school district. Specifically, the
examination of the dependent variables: (1) student achievement, as measured by the
students’ performance on the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (GCRCT),
(2) student attendance, and (3) student discipline. The independent variables are:
(1) the specific comprehensive school reform model adopted by elementary schools,
(2) socioeconomic status of the school (as measured by the number of students who
receive free or reduced cost lunch), (3) quality staff development, (4) principal leadership
style (5) improvement of student below 50% in reading, (6) improvement of students
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below 50% in mathematics, (7) GCRCT performance expectation in reading, (8) GCRCT
performance expectation in mathematics, (9) needs assessment, (10) instructional
method, and (11) cost effectiveness.
Educational leaders in the targeted school district need valid statistical
information about what works for students and teachers so that they can make appropriate
decisions about reform efforts in schools. It is especially critical for leaders in the school
district to be able to identify effective methods of instruction for all students.
Significance of the Study
Leaders in the targeted urban school district have focused on comprehensive
school reform models as one of the methods to increase, accelerate and sustain student
achievement. It is therefore important that reform models are examined so that the most
effective methods are identified. Principals, teachers, central office staff, the board of
education, parents, and the superintendent of schools need to know which methods are
effective, under what conditions, and for which students.
If factors that affect student achievement are identified, then educational leaders
can take appropriate administrative actions to help increase student achievement. This
study can be useful in determining which comprehensive school reform models are most
effective and what type of staff development is best to promote student achievement.
The type of information that is expected to be revealed would help the board of education
understand the importance ofresearch when making decisions that affect the lives of
students. Therefore, policies and programs which, impact student achievement levels
should be systematically reviewed, evaluated and revised on a continuous bases.
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Research studies in urban school districts are ofvital concern given that these schools are
most often comprised ofminority students or those who live in impoverished
neighborhoods (McCormick, 1985). The problem is that these students are at risk of
failure in school (e.g., poverty, dropout rates, poor attendance, academic difficulty, etc.)
(Irvine, 1989).
Research Questions
The current study is designed to provide answers to the following research
questions:
RQi: What is the relationship between student achievement and
comprehensive school reform models adopted by schools?
RQ2: What is the relationship between comprehensive school reform models
and student attendance?
RQ3: What is the relationship between comprehensive school reform models
and the number of student discipline problems?
RQ4: Does the socioeconomic status of the school account for any variability
in the achievement levels of students?
RQs: What is the relationship between student achievement and quality staff
development?




Each day, schools are trying to identify methods that would improve educational
and social outcomes for all children, especially those who are at risk of school failure. It
is argued here that educational leaders should ensure that all decisions that affect the
personal, intellectual and social development of children are based on valid statistical
research. This urban school district started its reform efforts with an analyses of student
achievement data. There were many findings; one was that student achievement varied
from elementary school to elementary school in the school district.
In response to national and state mandates designed to improve the performance
of students, the superintendent in the urban school district studied asked all schools to
adopt a comprehensive school reform model. A major contribution of this investigation
is to make available valid statistical information to educational leaders in the study
district that show which reform model(s) are most effective, under what conditions and
for whom (i.e., students) the model(s) work.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The review of literature and an examination of research pertinent to the finding
of this study are presented six categories: (I) student achievement, (2) environmental
factors and student achievement, (3) educational leaders, (4) quality staff development
and quality teaching (5) comprehensive school reform models, and (6) social learning.
A summary will comprise the last section of this review of literature and research.
Student Achievement
Many factors have been shown to affect academic achievement (Brophy &
Good, 1986). In order for students to achieve a quality education, all students, even the
most challenged, must be accountable for their own learning and continually involved
in the improvement of their current level ofachievement (Walker, 1998). Haycock
(1997) examined student achievement for two years and released the results, which
stated that from 1970 to 1988, the achievement gap between low socioeconomic groups
and minority students narrowed greatly. Yet, beginning in 1988 the progress stopped.
In 1996 the gap began widen. Some reasons for the achievement gap problem can be
explained by discrimination, but no explanations are expected to be simple.
Nonetheless, different students are taught differently, and some are expected to perform
better than others. For example, poor and minority students are often tracked in
separate classes or schools and taught a less rigorous curriculum. According to
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Haycock (1997), when minority students attend high school they are less likely to be
placed in a college preparatory track than are Caucasian American students. As a result,
a lot ofminority students are not exposed to the curriculum that prepares them to score
at the level needed on standardized tests.
There are many factors that have been shown to affect students' academic
performance (Shaffer, 1979). In general, factors that have been suggested as influences
on student achievement can be divided into personal factors (e.g., gender, level of
motivation, intellectual ability), situational factors (e.g., divorce, constant relocation by
the family), or environmental factors (e.g., physical features of the classroom, the
school's location, credentials of teachers, resources available in the school, etc). The
intent of the current investigation is to focus on those things that both teachers and
educational leaders can control; namely, the appropriate type of intervention strategy
that can be used by schools to help improve student achievement.
Personal Factors
As indicated by data, girls perform slightly better than boys in language arts, and
boys perform slightly better than girls in mathematics (Voyer, Voyer, & Bryden, 1995).
This pattern suggests that specific interventions are needed. Girls are encouraged and
expected to do better than boys verbally, while boys are expected to perform better in
mathematics and the sciences (Baron & Byrne, 2005). Maccoby and Jacklin (1974)
concluded that social forces (i.e., the messages that boys and girls receive about their




Effective schools are said to be those that utilize a triangle design which has
three points representing parents, staff, and students (Bloomstran, 2002). If the points
of the school’s triangle do not function equally, it can throw off the entire school
environment. This triangle is seen in many elementary schools across the nation where
parents volunteer routinely in the school’s library, classrooms, or in the office. “Parents
are an integral part of the elementary school experience. Yet, these same parents are
less likely to take part in activities in middle and high school” (Bloomstran, 2002, p.
37).
Dykeman (2003) assessed the effects of family conflict on children's classroom
behavior. Students who participated in the family intervention condition that was
designed to reduce family conflict and improve classroom behavior showed
significantly improved use ofverbal reasoning and significantly reduced verbal
aggression in the classroom in a six-month follow up. The reasons that students exhibit
inappropriate behaviors in the classroom go beyond the scope of the current study.
Environmental Factors and Student Achievement
Burke and Burke-Samide (2004) looked at the classroom environment to see
how it could affect children's performance and behaviors in class. These researchers
used Dunn and Dunn's Learning Style Model to assess the environmental elements of
the classroom. After 17 studies were conducted, Burke and Burke-Samide concluded
that students achieve higher levels ofperformance or have improved attitudes toward
learning when their learning environment reflected their learning preferences.
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According to Dos Santos Elias, Marturano, de Almedida, and Giurlani (2003),
“Children with low achievement frequently have behavior problems and interpersonal
difficulties that pose a risk for psychosocial maladjustment” (p. 105). Dos Santos Elias,
et. al., reported the results of a study that assessed the effectiveness of two types of
intervention strategies for 39 males in an elementary school. In one group the children
received interpersonal cognitive problem solving training that met their academic and
social needs. The second group ofboys participated in a language workshop that only
provided for academic needs. Results indicated significant improvements on school
achievement and behavior problems for both groups ofboys. However, the boys who
were in the problem-solving treatment condition improved significantly more than did
the other group. It seems that children who are taught how to successfully interact with
others benefit in the classroom and in other social environments.
In discussing class size, Gursky (1998) stated that the size of a class does matter.
First graders in smaller class sizes scored significantly higher in reading, mathematics
and language arts. African-American males’ scores increased 40% when they were in
smaller classes. Smaller class size results in better discipline, more monitoring and
individualized attention, and gives teachers more opportunities to use varied methods of
instruction to engage students.
The results from each of the aforementioned studies supported the hypothesis
that inappropriate behavior in the classroom disrupts learning. The teacher is the main
character in the story that unfolds in the classroom (Brophy & Good, 1986). The
remainder of this chapter will focus on the ways teacher-student relationships and
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teacher expectations have influenced student achievement (Shaffer, 1979).
Additionally, the principal’s role in the level of student achievement will be discussed
as well. Information pertaining to quality staff development and the quality of teaching
that occurs in the classroom is outlined. Results from studies that support these
conclusions are subsequently presented. The last section of this chapter will present
information that is related to comprehensive school reform models adopted by the
targeted school district and social learning.
Teacher-Student Relationships
After 30 years of research, developmentalists have drawn two conclusions about
improving the academic outcomes for children. That is, performance can be improved
dramatically if: (1) children who are at risk are exposed to compensatory education
(e.g.. Head Start, at early ages and for longer periods), and (2) ways are found to help
parents become more involved in their children's learning activities (Ramey & Ramey,
1998; Wood & Salvetti, 2001).
The way we think will often influence our behavior in ways that will lead to the
confirmation of our schemas. Social cognition is defined as the way that we interpret,
analyze, remember and use information about the social world (Baron & Byrne, 2005).
The beliefs and expectations that teachers hold about students are the specific
cognitions of interest to this current investigation. Teachers' expectations influence the
behavior of teachers and students. The self-fulfilling prophecy has been used to explain
this effect (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968).
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Teacher Expectations
Researchers have consistently shown support for the self-fulfilling prophecy in
many different settings (e.g., business, therapy, education, etc.) (Baron & Byrne, 2005;
Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Sadker & Sadker, 1994). In their classic experiment,
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) showed that as a result ofbogus feedback from
experimenters, teachers held different expectations for students who were ostensibly
expected to bloom during the academic year versus their non-labeled coimterparts. The
teachers acted in ways that confirmed their expectations for the "bloomers" (e.g., more
time, attention and feedback), which in turn enabled the students to perform well, thus
confirming the prophecy. Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) first provided evidence that
the expectations teachers hold about their students have a significant impact on the
actual performance of students in the classroom. Educational leaders should be aware
of the research that could help make informed decisions regarding instructional models
used in schools.
Educational Leaders
The principal is the drum major of influence in terms of student achievement as
related to standardized test scores. This accountability helps the principal to focus in
order to ensure that comprehensive school reform models are implemented correctly. It
is said that principal’s leadership is critical to the success of these endeavors. In order
for school leaders to promote student achievement, they must have the ability to change
and influence instruction (Von Villas, 2004). When teachers change the way they
approach instruction achievement accelerates. “Student achievement must become the
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priority. Administrators must have a deep knowledgebase, as well as effective
techniques in supervision and evaluation,” (Von Villas, 2004, p. 53).
Effective leadership in the school is critical for student success. The
Educational Research Service (1998) conducted a survey and found that some schools
districts were having difficulty filling administrative positions because of retirements,
resignations and promotions. The shortage ofprincipal applicants for high schools is
even more pronounced. The smaller pools of applicants suggest that quality will be of
concern (Gilman & Lanman-Givens, 1998; Yerkes & Guaglianone, 1998). Teachers in
the past provided a large pool of potential applicants for positions as principals.
However, since the salaries between leadership and teachers are shrinking, fewer
teachers are pursuing leadership certification (Von Villas, 2004).
Some other reasons given that would explain the dwindling number of
applicants for positions, as principals were that: (1) certification in leadership is very
costly; and, (2) the emphasis on accountability in the position ofprincipal is high-
pressured. The call for continuous improvement ofexternal standards such as
standardized test scores, which were originally used for diagnostic purposes, as well as
student attendance and graduation rates have had a negative effect on the number of
people who seek positions as leaders in the schools (Gilman & Lanman-Givens, 1998)
Principals have many roles to fulfill in the school: for example, the school’s
community relations coordinator, disciplinarian, business manager, marketer, safety
officer, facilities supervisor, fundraiser, labor relations officer, medical supervisor,
social service agent, facilitator, and enforcer of the laws, policies, and regulations fi’om
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various levels of government (Gilman & Lanman-Givens, 1998, p. 73). The primary
role of the principal is with instruction given to students, because this is what leads to
student achievement.
According to Little, Gearhart, Curry, and Kafka (2003), principals have reported
that they do not seem to have enough time to do their jobs. Principals feel there is never
enough time to reflect on ways to improve student achievement, because their days are
usually fragmented with much daily decision making. Most principals stated that they
work from 56 to 70 hours a week. Principals spend a large amount of time making
decisions and are often in the middle ofcentral office, unions, parents and community
concerns (Gilman & Lanman-Givens, 1998).
The Ron Edmonds Effective School Correlates state that instructional leadership
(the principal) is critical in communicating the mission ofachieving high and equitable
levels of student learning to staff, parents, and students. This effective school research
also has other correlates which include: a clear school mission, high expectations for
success, frequent monitoring of student progress, opportunity to learn and student time
on task, safe and orderly environment, and home-school relations (Association of
Effective Schools, Inc., 1996). Research can help principals maintain effectiveness in
schools. Information that is related to quality staffdevelopment/teaching,
comprehensive school reform models and social learning is presented below.
Quality Staff"Development and Quality Teaching
Since the establishment of the No Child Left Behind Act, quality staff
development has become a key factor in the retention of teachers and their quality of
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instruction in the classroom, according to the National Commission on Teaching and
America’s Future. The focus of staff development is centered on student achievement
through the teaching of instructional strategies and specific needs of individual schools
and systems. Staff development now offers more opportunities for “just in time”
training, which allows educators to improve their craft outside of the constraints of a
specific time, by utilizing technology. Technology is also used to enhance traditional
staffdevelopment courses with tools such as PowerPoint software and the posting of
classes on the web through video streaming. Professional communities (Professional
Learning Communities) are being formed throughout the nation as teachers discuss the
data around their students’ achievement. These professional learning communities
allow teachers to read books or research materials (articles, etc) and have discussions to
improve student achievement (Salpeter & Bray, 2003).
Quality teaching would be expected to have positive effects on student
achievement, also. Rice (as cited in Nordfren, 2003) examined five factors that could
contribute to quality teaching: (1) teacher experience, (2) teacher preparation programs
and degrees, (3) teacher certification, (4) teacher coursework, and (5) teachers’ test
scores. Nordfi’en (2003) explained that teachers and parents should forget whatever
they remembered about their schooling because it was no longer important or relevant.
She stated that parents and teachers were educated in the industrial age and schools
today are geared to enable children to succeed in an international setting. “Many
teachers, despite preparation for teaching still revert back to teaching in the ways they
were taught. Children of today need to be educated for globalization; economic.
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political, and cultural forces that dominate the developed and developing worlds”
(Nordfren, 2003, p. 14).
Starnes (2002) believed that good teachers understand teaching in their own way
through their own experiences or processes such as reading, watching (observing) and
trying (implementing) new things. A good teacher cannot be a photocopy of the teacher
next door. Good teachers are good because they take what they learn from others, listen
and notice the content, the context, the way people learn, and understand children.
Starnes recalled an experience when she stopped at a school after reading a news report
on hopelessness and poverty in Appalachia. She gave an example of a science class in a
school where cardboard covered broken windows. Thirty, sixth graders were in the
classroom. The teacher asked the students who would like to update the visitor on what
they had been learning. Hands were everywhere and students began to tell the visitor
about what they had learned. Starnes reported that she was amazed by the students’
discussion, knowledge, and understanding ofcomplex issues.
After further probing, the complexity and purpose of the teacher’s work began
to emerge: (1) the way she helped students in making good choices; (2) how she
provided them opportunities to assess their work; (3)) how she created a learning
community; (4) how she set high standards and expectations; and (5) how she made the
curriculum mandates explicit. The teacher as well was monitoring, listening, probing,
engaging the students in discussions, and seizing the right moment to raise the stakes,
while keeping a watchful eye on each student. Learning from this great teacher would
be beneficial, but trying to replicate her teaching style, her art, or her skill would be a
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mistake. Replication is not the answer. Teaching requires one to know teaching, to
make it one’s own, to cultivate a deep understanding over time through reflexive
practice and careful modification (Starnes, 2002).
Glenn (2001) stated that the most important factor for school effectiveness is the
quality of services provided by the teacher. Effective teachers have qualities that
benefit students, improve instruction, and help an organization run smoothly. After
extensive research, Gleim (2001) concluded that effective teachers:
1. Exhibit enthusiasm. Teachers who are excited make learning fun, which is
contagious and extends to the students beyond the classroom.
2. Know the content. Teachers continue to develop themselves through
reading related journals, personal and professional development, and
keeping current with the changing trends in the field.
3. Are organized. This allows teachers to spend more time with teaching and
learning. Teachers should have routines and students should know what to
do next, such as when he or she finishes an assignment early.
4. Teach actively. Effective teachers provide frequent monitoring. They are
actively involved in the teaching and learning of students.
5. Show a good attitude. Students need teachers with good attitudes and who
control their tone of voice. Administrators need to have good attitudes
toward their teachers and other stakeholders as well.
6. Establish good classroom management. Management should be established,
communicated and enforced from day one.
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7. Pace instruction. An instructional timeline is important to assist in covering
all the material required in a course.
8. Maintain good people skills. People skills are critical for the development
ofhuman relations with colleagues, students, and parents.
9. Communicate clearly. Effective teachers are clear and concise, especially
when giving new information.
10. Question effectively. Asking whole class questions and individual
questions are productive. The questions should be asked first, students
given the amount of time before they are called upon, and then the student’s
name is called to answer the question.
11. Differentiate instruction. Teachers work with students who have different
abilities and learning styles which means that they should use a mixture of
auditory, visual and hands-on techniques for specific lessons and subgroups
of students based on skills or weaknesses.
12. Build success in their class. Students must experience success. “A success
rate of 80% is optimal” (p. 20).
13. Hold high expectations. Teachers must communicate their expectations for
all students to learn and do their best. “Students respect teachers that expect
them to do their best” (p. 20).




The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future assessed a
program that Trinity University of San Antonio, Texas adopted. Results showed that
the program had six distinct features: the first feature was a common, clear vision of
good teaching. This was apparent in all course work and clinical experiences. The
vision included an ethical commitment of all students in the development and
application of teaching strategies to work with all students. Secondly, well-defined
standards ofpractice and performance were used to guide and evaluate courses and
clinical work. Teacher education students were clear on what they were expected to
learn and be able to do as related to all types of students with an instructional delivery
that was powerful. Thirdly, a rigorous core curriculum was used that gave new teachers
other resources to build on beside student teaching. Fourthly, extensive use ofproblem-
based methods were used that included case studies, research on teaching issues,
performance, assessments, and portfolio evaluation which gave teacher education
students an opportimity to apply what they learned. Fifthly, intensively supervised,
extended clinical experiences ofat least 30 weeks, carefully chosen to support what
students learned in their courses gave the student teachers a full school year ofpractical
experiences under the coaching of a master teacher. The sixth distinct feature was that
of strong relationships with reform minded local schools that support the development
of common knowledge and shared beliefs among school and university based faculty.
The partnerships ofuniversity and local districts helped to reform teaching and learning
in the technological age in which “success of individuals and societies depend more
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than ever on students’ ability to learn, and the survival of a strong democracy depends
on educators ability to teach,” (Darling-Hammond, 1999, p. 22).
According to Little, Gearhart, Curry, and Kafka (2003), students learn new ideas
best when they are related to real life. Students need clear, high goals and expectations.
Modem society demands that learning is geared towards problem solving and invention
rather than rote and recall. Teachers must be able to teach beyond the textbook and
“leam about learning” (p. 187).
Research says effective teaching means that the classroom is structured so that
students can leam. Teachers who are effective tend to be those who are prepared,
organized, and believe their students can leam. The beliefs of the teacher influence the
type of experiences that the teacher plans for his or her students. If teachers expect
students to do well, research suggests that their expectations are often realized. This
targeted school district chose to utilize specific comprehensive school reform models in
order to improve student achievement. A discussion about the comprehensive school
reform models used by the urban elementary schools is presented.
Comprehensive School Reform Models
Comprehensive school reform (CSR) is reform that reorganizes and revitalizes
whole school change through research and documented models or designs, instead of
using individual programs to focus and improve schools (North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory [NCREL], 2006) The United States Department of Education
started a Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program, in 1998 to
“raise student achievement by helping public schools across the country to implement
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successful, entire-school reform programs” grounded in research. This U.S.
Department ofEducation CSRD program gave financial incentives to schools in order
to develop and/or implement whole school reform, which would assist students in
meeting challenging state content and standards. The Office ofEducational Research
and Improvement (OERI) a department within the U.S. Department of Education
funded ongoing activities to continue the work of the earlier comprehensive school
reform programs through creating a National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School
Reform Models to assist educators as well as stakeholders in the research and
evaluation of reform designs, models and strategies. (U. S. Department ofEducation,
2001).
Most comprehensive school reform model programs include at least seven of the
eleven CSRD components listed below: (1) effective research-based methods and
strategies, (2) comprehensive design with aligned components. (3) professional
development, (4) measurable goals and benchmarks, (5) support within the school,
(6) parental and community involvement, (7) external technical support and assistance,
(8) evaluation strategies, (9) coordination of resources, (10) support for teachers,
administrators and staff, and (11) evidence of improved academic achievement.
The school district targeted has nine comprehensive school reform models in
there elementary schools. The comprehensive school reform models adopted by the
elementary schools in the targeted school district are: (1) America’s Choice, (2) Artful
Learning, (3) Co-nect, (4) Core Knowledge, (5) Direct Instruction, (6) International
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Baccalaureate, (7) Modem Red Schoolhouse, (8) Project GRAD I & II, and (9) and
Success for All Roots and Wings.
America’s Choice school reform’s aim is for all students to reach internationally
benchmarked standards and to ensure that every student is successful on assessments,
both state and local, so that students are prepared for college. There are five key tasks
addressed in this reform: (l)standards and assessments, (2) aligned instructional
systems, (3) high-performance management, leadership and organization,
(4) professional learning communities and (5) parent/guardian and community
involvement. Learning is focused on getting all students to standards while varying
only the time and resources needed, early intervention, and acceleration techniques.
The major components ofAmerica’s Choice are performance standards and reference
examinations. The elementary design ofAmerica’s Choice has a goal of students
reading on grade level by third grade, as well as improving mathematics skills to solve
mathematical problems. (America’s Choice, 2005)
The Artful Learning reform promotes the “arts” as the center of learning across
all disciplines. It prepares teachers to use the arts and its creative process to strengthen
teaching and learning by providing a system to organize curriculum through units of
study. Artful Learning also assesses student performance based on content and
performance standards. Participants of this reform are immersed in four components,
which are: to experience, to inquire, to create and to reflect. Students and teachers
explore their learning environment using the lens of the artist, the mentorship of the
teacher, and the discipline of the scholar (Artful Learning, 2005).
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The Co-nect Model uses the National StaffDevelopment standards as its
foundation for vv^orking with districts and schools for data analysis and school
improvement needs. Co-nect develops staff development programs that are prescribed
specifically for the needs of individual schools. There are two main components ofCo-
nect’s professional development model; (1) Data-driven tools, which assist educators’
data collection, analysis and informational tools and (2) Comprehensive solutions,
which address whole school improvement through early literacy, technology
integration, and English language learners. Co-nect school improvement identifies
instructional gaps, aligns instruction and applies research-based strategies for student
improvement and achievement. As part of school improvement, Co-nect has eXchange,
which is an on-line resource with learning modules in planning and assessment, literacy,
mathematics, project-based learning, science, and technology. The eXchange also
includes a database with over 2,000 best practices lesson plans, performance tasks,
research articles, websites, over 1,000 exemplars, standards-based performance
assessments with samples of student work, and e-mail support in areas of curriculum,
instruction, assessment. In addition this eXchange has on-line tools for creating lessons
and projects with standards for over 45 states, a collection of over 1,000 aligned
standards projects, and on-line tools for creating lesson plans.
Core Knowledge is a reform program focused on elementary and middle
schools’ need for a solid, specific, and shared core curriculum, which provides a strong,
sequenced foundation of knowledge. Core Knowledge operates on the four S’s:
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(1) solid refers to the knowledge that should be learned as core knowledge that is passed
down from generation to generation; (2) sequenced knowledge has new knowledge that
builds on prior knowledge; (3) specific refers to the building ofknowledge that is
sequential which ensures that students enter each grade ready to learn and helps to
prevent repetition and gaps; and (4) shared refers to a background in a national literate
culture.
Direct Instruction (DI) is a reform model which emphasizes well-planned
instruction based on prepared lessons designed around small increments and clearly
defined/ prescribed teaching tasks. DI is based on the theory that clear instruction can
improve and accelerate learning. The values of teaching creativity and autonomy give
way to carefully prescribe instmctional practices. Hard work, dedication and
commitment to students are maintained the same as before the reform was
implemented. Direct Instruction focuses on improving academic achievement so that
by fifth grade students are on or above grade level. Interactive lessons are presented to
small groups of students, flexible grouping is by performance levels, and there’s
frequent assessment of student progress. The major components ofDI are field test
reading, language arts and mathematics curricula, which are highly scripted
instructional strategies with extensive training. Direct Instruction emphases that it is
crucial that the school internalize the belief that “all students, ifproperly taught, can
learn” (National Institute for Direct Instruction, 2005).
The International Baccalaureate Organization’s (IBO) aim is to awaken the
intelligence of young people and teach them to relate the content of the classroom to the
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realities of the world. The goal of IBO is to produce students who are critical and
compassionate thinkers, informed participants in local and world affairs and value the
shared humanity that links all people together while respecting a variety of cultures and
attitudes. Emphasis is placed on international ideals, international xmderstandings and
responsible citizenship. IBO has programs for primary, middle, and high school years.
IBO’s primary years program (PYP) is designed for elementary grades and
through the age of 12. IBO promotes academic development through a
transdisciplinary international education with a focus on the total development of
students’ social, physical, emotional, and cultural needs. The primary years program
utilizes research and best practices from national systems around the world to provide a
relevant, engaging, challenging, and significant education framework. IBO has six
transdiciplinary themes that provide the students with a global perspective: (1) who we
are, (2) where we are in place and time, (3) how we express ourselves, (4) how the
world works, (5) how we organize ourselves, and (6) sharing the planet. There are also
five essential elements as part of IBO, which are incorporated into the framework. This
framework gives students opportunities to gain knowledge that is relevant and has
global significance, develop an understanding of concepts (which allows them to make
connections through their learning), acquire transdisciplinary skills, develop attitudes
that will lead to international mindedness, and take action as a consequence of their
learning. The IBO curriculum model is interrelated three ways through: (1) the written
curriculum-What do we want to learn? (2) the taught curriculmn-How bestwill we
learn? and (3) the learned curriculum. How will we know what we have learned? IBO’s
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program is available in three languages-English, French, and Spanish. (International
Baccalaureate, 2005).
Modern RedSchoolhouse (MRSH), is a non-profit organization, and is one of
the America’s Schools “break the mold” school reform designs, which, combines the
rigor and values of the little red schoolhouse with the latest classroom innovations.
MRSH components are a challenging curriculum, emphasis on character, an integral
role of technology, high standards for all, and an individual education compact for each
student. MRSH consultants work shoulder-to-shoulder with school personnel to
improve achievement, curriculum and instruction, standards and assessment, school
organization, finance, technology, parent and community partnership and professional
development. This reform focuses on professional development which starts with step
one -diagnostic visits, step two - professional development proposal, step three - school
improvement activities, and step four - continuing support for building capacity. The
four-step approach enables MRSH to provide the schools with professional
development unique to the needs of individual schools and systems. The purpose of
MRSH is to translate state and local standards into effective instruction, while raising
students’ achievement. (Modem Red Schoolhouse, 2005).
Project GRAD (Graduation Really Achieves Dreams) is a non-profit K-16
reform model, based on the belief that there is potential in every child. Project GRAD
focuses on parents and community involvement, training and support for teachers,
evidence-based approaches and a commitment to full accountability for all stakeholders.
The mission of this reform model is to ensure a quality public education for all children
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in economically disadvantaged commimities so that high school graduation rates
increase and graduates are prepared to enter college and be successful. Project GRAD's
unit of reform is the feeder pattern or feeder system which consist ofall elementary and
middle schools that “feed” into an individual high school. Project GRAD also offers
college guidance and scholarships to make completion from high school and the
admission to colleges more realistic for typically low-aspiring students. Project
GRAD’s has five pillars that make up the structural components: (1) literacy,
(2) mathematics, (3) classroom management, (4) social services/parent involvement,
and (5) the high school program.
Project GRAD Literacy Component is Success for All. This reading program
incorporates decoding, comprehension, and writing. It is a research based reading
program for students in grades pre-k through fifth grades and extends to middle school
for students that perform below grade level. Success for All allows students to
accelerate through the grade levels of reading at their own pace, through
flexible/homogeneous grouping for instruction, where cooperative grouping is used.
Assessments are administered at eight-week intervals. The Early Learning and Reading
Roots components ofSFA serve prekindergarten through first grade with materials that
focus on thinking about reading, letter recognition, phonemic awareness, spelling
activities, word recognition, story comprehension, and story-related writing. Reading
Wings serves second grade through upper elementary and focuses on cooperative
grouping for comprehension, reading fluency, summarization, spelling, story structure,
vocabulary, and story-related writing. Teachers plan around accelerating every child’s
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reading growth. The tutoring component serves the needs of 30% of the first graders,
20% of the second graders, and 10% of the third graders, with the lowest-achieving first
graders being the highest priority for tutoring. This reform believes that the school
principal and the school based full-time SFA facilitator are important stakeholders.
Staffdevelopment is said to be the second key component. A third component ofSFA
is parent involvement (through the family support team that assists parents and the
school in developing strategies for students to reduce problems that impede reading
achievement).
Project GRAD's mathematics component is MOVE IT Math, which means Math
Opportunities, Valuable Experiences, Iimovative Teaching. MOVE IT Math claims to
help students focus on the right opportunities. This program promotes a balanced
approach to the teaching and learning ofmathematics, with self-discovery, reasoning,
communication for articulation, and understanding of the concepts. Students also
acquire fluency in the facts and procedures ofmathematics. They proceed to the next
grade level with confidence and skills necessary to move through the curriculum with a
foundation based upon understanding rather than memorization. The program is based
on the standards of the National Council of Teachers ofMathematics (NCTM). This
program also provides extensive staff development with 30-hour instructional blocks of
training on mathematics content, with additional comprehensive staff development that
is on going during the school year.
Project GRAD’s classroom management component is Consistency
Management & Cooperative Discipline (CMCD), a research-based instructional-
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discipline management system combining classroom organization and student self-
discipline. CMCD builds shared responsibility for learning and classroom organization
between teachers and students. These classroom strategies are based on prevention, (a)
organization, (b) caring, (c) cooperation, and (d)classroom and community
commimications. Through the strategies of prevention and student recognition,
classroom discipline problems are stopped before they begin, (a) Organization focuses
on the learning environment to prevent ofif-task behaviors and to encourage students to
manage their own behaviors; (b) Caring means that the classroom reflects a caring
learning environment; (c) Cooperation refers to staff, teachers, and students working
together to achieve an orderly learning environment; and (d) classroom and community
communications are conducted via a school-wide system ofpositive communication
with parents with the belief that commimication helps to form a mutually responsible
relationship.
Project GRAD's social services andparent involvement are performed through
Communities in Schools and Campus Family Support. These programs include drop¬
out prevention, social services, coxmseling, community outreach and family care
management. Support is provided to the students and their parents through access to
community resources and short-term intervention.
Project GRAD’s high school component involves providing services to ensure
eligibility for college scholarships. Local organizations supply technical assistance and
mobilize the resources needed for staffdevelopment of teachers to improve and
diversify academic curricular offerings. The major elements of this initiative include
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the Walk for Success, student contracts. Success Summer/Intersession Institutes,
scholarships and college support (Project GRAD, 2005).
Successfor All-Roots and Wings Reform Model also operates as a stand-alone
program from Project GRAD. SFA Roots and Wings Reform Model is built aroimd the
assumption that every child will progress successfully through elementary school and
that every child can learn to read. Roots and Wings reform uses a combination of
prescribed curriculum and teacher-developed instruction in the area of literacy. This
reading program incorporates decoding, comprehension, and writing. It is a research
based reading program for students in grades pre-k through five and extends to middle
school grades for students who perform below grade level.
Success for All (SFA) allows students to accelerate through the grades level of
reading at their own pace through flexible grouping, homogeneous grouping for
instruction, cooperative grouping, and eight-week assessments for regrouping. The
Early Learning and Reading Roots component of SFA serves pre-k through first grade
materials with a focus on thinking about reading, letter recognition, phonemic
awareness, spelling activities, word recognition, story comprehension, and related
writing. Reading Wings provides second grade materials through upper elementary
with focuses on cooperative grouping for comprehension, reading fluency,
summarization, spelling, story structure, vocabulary, and story-related writing. The
tutoring component serves the needs of 30% of the first graders, 20% of the second
graders, and 10% of the third graders, with the lowest-achieving first graders being the
highest priority for tutoring. The key individuals to the success of this program are said
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to be the school principal and the school based full-time SFA facilitator. Staff
development is said to be the second key component. Parent involvement through the
family support team assists parents and the school in developing strategies for students
to reduce problems that impede reading achievement. (Slavin & Madden, 2005).
Social Learning
The theories on social learning (Baron & Byrne, 2005) and observational
learning (Bandura, 1977) lend credence to any model that is based on positive
consequences for one’s actions or showing (i.e., modeling) the correct behaviors for
students. Horowitz (as cited in Baron & Byrne) stated that one of the major
contributions of social learning theory is the wealth of information it has provided about
children and adolescents. Social learning theorists focus on the immediate causes of
overt behavior and the consequences of those behaviors. It was concluded that the
theories developed from the social learning perspective are testable and very precise.
John B. Watson (1913) as cited in the book Social andPersonality Development
(2005) is credited for the development of this theory, which is also called the behavioral
school of thought (Shaffer, 2005). Watson (1913) believed that children were shaped
by their social environment. Therefore, the social learning theory would support an
intervention strategy that could be used in the classroom to help reduce inappropriate
behaviors and at the same time increase opportunities to learn.
While social learning theory helps explain how behaviors can be altered
(individual behaviors reinforced or punished, for example) by the social environment (at
home or school), Bandura's observational learning theory suggests that children can also
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leam from merely observing others (as cited in Shaffer, 2005). Albert Bandura stated,
"Humans are cognitive beings, active information processors, who, unlike animals, are
likely to think about the relationship between their behavior and its consequences and
are often more affected by what they believe will happen than by events they actually
experience" (as cited in Shaffer, 2005, p. 45). Supporters of observational learning
theory would agree that individuals must attend to the model's behavior, encode, or
actively digest what was observed, and then store the information in memory if they are
to imitate what was modeled at a later time (Bandura, 1977; Baron & Byrne, 2005).
Furthermore, research suggests that children do not always have to be reinforced, nor do
they have to perform the behavior at the time it is observed in order for learning to
occur (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1965).
Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1965) conducted what is now considered to be a
classic investigation in social psychology. The findings would support the development
ofa behavioral model for change in which the instructions for and modeling of
appropriate behaviors occur in the classroom. Bandura, Ross, and Ross asked nursery
school children to watch a film where an adult model behaved aggressively towards an
inflated Bobo doll. The film showed the independent variable being manipulated in
three experimental conditions: (1) the model rewarded condition, where the model
received candy and soda for a champion performance, (2) the model punished
condition, where children observed the model being spanked and scolded for behaving
aggressively towards the Bobo doll, and (3) the no consequence condition in which the
children saw the model behave aggressively and was not punished nor rewarded.
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Results indicated that the children who observed the rewarded model and those
who saw the aggressive model and who were not rewarded or punished imitated more
of the aggressive behaviors than did those who observed the model punished for the
aggressive behaviors. As seen by the data, children who observed the aggressive
behaviors exhibited by the model and who did get punished also learned from observing
the model. However, these children needed the motivation to perform and in the
Bandura and colleagues study, fruit juice and small toys were the incentives used. It
was reasoned that the children in the model-punished condition were reluctant to repeat
those behaviors because they had seen the model punished. However, if such sanctions
were removed, by giving them motivation to repeat the performance of the model, they
could do so easily. There were two implications made from this study that are relevant
to the current investigation: (1) children must be motivated to learn (or perform), and
(2) students who are exposed to appropriate behaviors in the classroom can learn from
the observation, even if they are not involved in the actual sequence of events.
It would also seem that social learning theories provide support for a behavior
management system that would utilize reinforcement and punishment to change the
behaviors of the students in the classroom. Additionally, further research by Bandura,
as well as subsequent researchers, consistently supported the finding that children are
more likely to learn from the behaviors of a warm caring model than from a cold
uncaring model (Bandura, 1977; Baron & Byrne, 2004). Humans are social beings and
welcome attention and recognition; therefore, it could also be predicted that any extra
attention that teachers focus on children would be well served.
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Additionally, gender differences continue to permeate in the academic
achievement literature (Shaffer, 1979). The major reason appears to be the way the
children are socialized. Patterns from these type results suggest that there would be
benefits from exploring ways to improve academic achievement levels of all students.
Specifically, strategies must be utilized in the classroom that would help improve the
academic achievement ofboth male and female students.
Summary
In summary, this review of literatme and examination of research included
information on the relationship between student achievement, student attendance,
student discipline and the comprehensive school reform models.
The following list is a summary of the review of literature findings:
1. The factors that influence student achievement were personal, situational,
and environmental.
2. Burke and Burke-Samide (2004) used Duim and Duim's Learning Style
Model to assess the environmental elements of the classroom. After 17
studies were conducted, it was concluded that students achieve higher
levels ofperformance or have improved attitudes toward learning when
their learning environment reflected their learning preferences.
3. Dos Santos Elias, Marturano, de Almedida, and Giurlani (2003) stated that,
“Children with low achievement frequently have behavior problems and
interpersonal difficulties that pose a risk for psychosocial maladjustment”
(p. 105).
45
4. Giirsky (1998) stated that smaller class size results in better discipline,
more monitoring and individualized attention, and gives teachers more
opportunities to use varied methods of instruction to engage students. As
well as African-American males’ scores increased 40% when they were in
smaller classes.
5. Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) provided evidence that expectations
teachers hold about their students have a significant impact on the actual
performance of students in the classroom.
6. Educational Leaders have many roles and long work hours (Von Villas,
2004)
7. The Ron Edmonds Effective Schools Correlates are instructional
leadership, a clear school mission, high expectations for success, frequent
monitoring of student progress, opportunity to learn and student time on
task, safe and orderly environment, and home-school relations
(Association ofEffective Schools, Inc., 1996).
8. According to the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future,
quality staff development has become a key factor in the retention of
teachers and their quality in the classroom since the No Child left Behind
Act.
9. The U. S. Department ofEducation (2001) started a Comprehensive School
Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program, in 1998 to “raise student
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achievement by helping public schools across the country to implement
successful, entire-school reform programs” grounded in research,
10. Social learning supports that “children were shaped by their social
environment” (Watson, 1913, as cited in Shaffer, 2005).
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The purpose of this study was the examination of relationships between student
achievement, student attendance, and student discipline as related to comprehensive
school reform models. This chapter presents and defines the dependent and
independent/moderating variables. The definition of terms, the relationship among
variables, the theoretical fi'amework, the figural representation of theory, the null
hypotheses and the limitations of the study are included in this chapter. A summary
will comprise the last section of the Theoretical Framework Chapter.
Presentation and Definition ofVariables
According to Clark Atlanta University’s School of Education, Department of
Educational Leadership (2000), “Independent variables are the characteristics or
conditions that the researcher manipulates, controls or observes, and which the
researcher suggests will have an impact on the dependent variable(s),” (p. 23).
Consequently, the current investigation seeks to obtain information about the nine
comprehensive school reform models used in elementary schools in this urban school
district in Georgia. The independent variables are the comprehensive school reform
models, socioeconomic status, quality staff development, principal’s leadership style,
improvement of students below 50% in reading, improvement of students below 50% in
mathematics, GCRCT performance expectation in reading, GCRCT performance
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expectation in mathematics, needs assessment, instructional method, and cost
effectiveness. This study also allows for an assessment of the characteristics of students
and teachers as well. For instance, the ethnicity, age, and gender of students and
teachers, as well as the socioeconomic status of the school, quality of staff development
in relationship to teacher quality and the principal’s leadership style were used in the
analyses to determine if they directly influence or interacted to influence the dependent
variables. The socioeconomic status of the school was measured by the percentage of
students who receive free or reduced cost lunches. Quality staff development refers to
teacher empowerment of instructional strategies and practices as measured by the
Reform Description School Questionnaire (RDSQ). The principal’s leadership style
refers to whether leaders have a democratic, authoritative, or laissez faire as measured
by the Reform Description School Questionnaire.
The dependent variables for this study are: (1) student achievement, (2) student
attendance, and (3) student discipline problems. Student achievement was measured by
the scores students earn on the state mandated standardized test, namely, the Georgia
Criterion Referenced Competency Test (GCRCT). A particular focus was made on
scores in reading, mathematics, and English/ langiiage arts on the GCRCT for fourth
grade students. Student attendance is mandated by the state. Georgia’s objective is for
every child to attend school each day that it is in session; therefore, student attendance
in this context refers to the percentage ofperfect student attendance evidenced at each
school. Finally, student discipline problems were operationalized as the number of
students referred to the office (i.e., inappropriate behavior, detention, in-school
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suspension, out-of-school suspensions) as reported by teachers on the Reform
Description Reform Questionnaire. The graphical representation of variables,
theoretical framework, is presented in Figure 2.
Definition ofTerms
Academic performance. Academic performance refers to the grades that
students earn in their classes as recorded on the report cards. Special attention was
given in this context to the grades students earn in reading, mathematics and
English/language arts.
Attendance. Student attendance was operationalized as the percentage ofperfect
attendance for the academic year by each elementary school based on responses on the
Reform Description School Questionnaire.
Comprehensive school reform (CSR) is reform that reorganizes and revitalizes
whole school change through research and documented models or designs, instead of
using individual programs to focus and improve schools. (NCREL, 2006)
Comprehensive school reform models. Nine comprehensive school reform
models are used in the targeted district. These models are: (1) America’s Choice, (2)
Artful Learning, (3) Co-nect, (4) Core Knowledge, (5) Direct Instruction. (6)
International Baccalaureate (7) Modem Red Schoolhouse, (8) Project GRAD I & II, and
(9) Success for All Roots and Wings. Detailed discussions of each model were
presented in chapter two; however, brief summaries ofeach model as presented by the
urban school district ofGeorgia (2003) follow.
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Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Figure 2. Theoretical Framework
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1. America’s Choice’s aim is for all students to reach internationally
benchmarked standards and to ensure that every student is successful on
assessments, (both state and local) so that students are prepared for college.
This reform has five key tasks: standards and assessments; aligned
instructional systems; high-performance management, leadership and
organization; professional learning communities, parent/guardian and
community involvement. Learning is focused on getting all students to
standards, varying only the time and resources needed, single prevention,
early intervention, and acceleration techniques.
2. The Artful Learning reform promotes the “arts” as the center of learning
across all disciplines. It prepares teachers to use the arts and the creative
process to strengthen teaching and learning by providing a system to
organize curriculum through units of study and assess student performance
based on content and performance standards. Participants are immersed in
its four components: experience, inquire, create, and reflect.
3. Co-nect provides comprehensive solutions to improve student achieve
through data analysis, professional development, whole school
improvement, early literacy, and technology integration.
4. Core Knowledge provides a solid, sequenced, specific, and shared core
curriculum for academic excellence, greater fairness, and high literacy to
assist student in establishing a strong foimdation that builds grade by grade.
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5. Direct Instruction focuses on improving academic achievement so that by
fifth grade students perform above grade level by a year and a half.
Interactive lessons are presented to flexible small groups by performance
level along with frequent assessment of student progress. The major
components ofDI are field test reading, language arts and mathematics
curricula, which are highly scripted instructional strategies with extensive
staff development training for teachers.
6. International Baccalaureate aims to awaken the intelligence ofyoung people
and teach them to relate the content of the classroom to the realities of the
world. The goal is to produce students who are critical and compassionate
thinkers, informed participants in local and world affairs, and value the
shared humanity that links all people together while respecting the variety of
cultures and attitudes. Emphasis is placed on ideals of international
imderstanding and responsible citizenship.
7. Modem Red Schoolhouse combines the rigor and values of the little red
schoolhouse with the latest classroom innovations. Components are
challenging curriculum, emphasis on character, an integral role of
technology, high standards for all, and individual education compacts for
students.
8. Project GRAD is a k-16 reform model. The mission of the program is to
ensure a quality public education for all children in economically
disadvantaged communities so that high school graduation rates increase and
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graduates are prepared to enter and be successful in college. Project
GRAD's unit of reform is the feeder pattern. Project GRAD has five
components: (1) The Literacy Component is Success for All which
incorporates decoding, comprehension, and writing; (2) The mathematics
instructional program component is MOVE IT Math. MOVE IT Math
means Math Opportunities, Valuable Experiences, Innovative Teaching;
Mathematics; (3) The classroom management component is Consistency
Management and Cooperative Discipline (CMCD), a research-based
instructional-discipline management system combining classroom
organization and student self-discipline. The classroom strategies are based
on prevention, organization, caring, cooperation, and classroom and
commimity organization; (4) The social services and parent involvement
component is performed through Communities in Schools and Campus
Family Support. These programs include dropout prevention, social
services, counseling, community outreach and family care management;
(5) The college guidance and scholarships component is to make completion
ofhigh school and admission to college more realistic for typically low-
aspiring students, through providing scholarships for education beyond high
school.
9. Success for All-Roots and Wings operates as a stand-alone program from
Project GRAD. SEA is built around the assumption that every child will
progress successfully through elementary school and that every child can
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leam to read. SFA Roots and Wings reform uses a combination of
prescribed curriculum with teacher-developed instruction in the area of
literacy (Slavin & Madden, 2005).
Cost Effectiveness refers to whether the cost of the comprehensive school
reform models has a positive affect on the improvement of students below grade level
and should be recommended to other schools within this targeted school system.
Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (GCRCT) Expectation is the
prediction or estimation of the number of students in Level One who would reach
Levels Two and Three on the GCRCT Exam in an academic year.
Discipline problems. Discipline problems were operationalized as the number of
students referred to the office (i.e., inappropriate behavior, detention, in-school
suspensions, out-of-school suspensions) as per teacher perception on the Reform
Description School Questionnaire.
Improvement ofstudents below 50% in reading andmathematics (academic
performance): assesses student performances in reading and mathematics as well as
how many students who were below grade level have significantly gained knowledge
about basic skills, are using higher order thinking skills, have demonstrated an interest
in reading and mathematics, and have improved their grades to an “A” or “B” as
compared to when they started the school year.
Instructional Methods are the effective strategies teachers used to evaluate
students’ needs and then use creative strategies and innovation in instructional
development to enable below level students to leam.
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Needs assessment is how the principal asks and assists teachers in assessing the
instructional program in relation to student learning, identifying students performing
below grade level and the causes, assessing when students’ poor academic performance
is associated with discipline problems, general discipline problems, and factors related
to socioeconomic status.
Principal’s leadership style is operationalized as the style of leadership
exhibited by the principal in the daily operations of the work of the school. Leadership
styles considered are: authoritarian (e.g., dogmatic, rigid), democratic (e.g.,
participatory, equalitarian), or laissez faire (e.g., non-directive, hands-off approach)
(Baron & Byrne, 2005).
Quality staffdevelopment. For the purposes of this study, quality staff
development increases educators “understanding ofhow to provide school
environments and instruction that are responsive to the developmental needs ofchildren
in grades pre-kindergarten through fifth grades, as well as to provide challenging
developmentally appropriate curricula that engages students in integrative ways of
thinking and learning” (NSDC & NAESP, 1995).
Quality teachers and teaching. For the purposes of this study, quality teachers
understand teaching in their own way through their own experiences or processes such
as reading, watching (observing) and trying (implementing) new things. Quality
teachers take what they learn from others, listen and notice the content, the context, the
way people learn, and understand children. Additionally, quality teachers consistently
seek professional development activities (Starnes, 2002).
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Socioeconomic status ofthe school. The socioeconomic status of the school will
be measured by the percentage of students in a particular school/class who receive free
or reduced cost limches. The lower the percentage of free or reduced cost lunch, the
higher the socioeconomic status of the school; conversely, the higher the percentage of
free or reduced cost lunch, the lower the socioeconomic status of the school.
Student achievement. The state ofGeorgia requires that all students in
elementary and middle school complete the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency
Test (GCRCT), yearly. Given that this test is a criterion-referenced test, it means that
the students’ status on established standards ofperformance (or mastery in a subject) is
measured. Therefore, student achievement in for this study is operationalized as the
scores that students earn on the reading, mathematics, and English /language arts
sections of the GCRCT (State ofGeorgia, 2003).
Relationship Among the Variables
The focus of this current investigation is to determine the effects that
comprehensive school reform models have on student achievement, student attendance
and student discipline. It is expected that some school reform models will be more
effective than others; nonetheless, by virtue of the fact that change will be introduced to
the children, some improvement on student achievement scores should be revealed.
A central thesis of this current study was that interventions supported by the
entire school could produce positive consequences for students (see Figure 3). As
previously stated, studies have shown that: (a) students respond positively to warm,
caring teachers; (b) principals who support and are involved in the reform strategies
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Figure 3. Figural Representation of the Theory
adopted by schools observe more positive results than when principals are not involved
in the reform efforts of the school; and (c) children can be motivated to change.
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were tested.
HOi: There is no significant relationship between student achievement and
comprehensive school reform models adopted by the schools.
HO2: There is no significant relationship between the comprehensive school
reform models and student attendance.
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HOs: There is no significant relationship between comprehensive school
reform models and the number of student discipline problems.
HO4: There is no significant relationship between socioeconomic status of the
school and student achievement.
HO5: There is no significant relationship between student achievement and
quality staff development.
HOe: There is no significant relationship between student achievement and the
principal’s style of leadership.
Limitations of the Study
The researcher had no control over which comprehensive school reform models
the elementary schools elected to use. As stated in Chapter One, based on the schools’
overall achievement scores, the superintendent gave the schools specific school reform
models that they could select or the right to develop their own research-based practices
that could be approved. This study is, therefore, conceived as a quasi-experiment-that
is, the schools were not randomly assigned to the comprehensive school reform models.
Any results obtained would be limited to elementary schools with similar characteristics
(e.g., geographical location, socioeconomic status, student population, teacher
qualifications, etc.) of those included in the sample.
Another limitation of this study is that two of the independent variables namely,
quality staffdevelopment and principal leadership style are elements of the independent
variable comprehensive school reform models. Another limitation lies with the
measurement of student achievement. The GCRCT is a state-mandated criterion
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referenced test. In previous years the state had used the Iowa Test ofBasic Skills
(ITBS); however, educational leaders and stakeholders determined that the ITBS did not
adequately reflect information students learned in Georgia classrooms. The GCRCT
was developed and has been used in the state ofGeorgia for six years. Evaluators in the
research division ofGeorgia have established acceptable levels of reliability and
validity for the instrument. Results are limited to those students who take the state-
mandated test.
Summary
Theoretical support for the belief that the comprehensive school reform models
could affect positive change in the achievement scores of the students come from prior
research in the area of learning. Students can be motivated to change. Parents and
teachers can establish relationships that could build, support, and maintain appropriate
behaviors in the home and at school. Reinforcement works extremely well for learning.
In the classroom, when teachers expect students to do well, and interact with them in
ways that convey this belief, students’ academic performance and behavior improved.
The school district targeted for the current investigation became involved with
comprehensive school reforms over four years ago. However, there has not been data
compiled that can show the overall effects of the different models on the levels of
student achievement at each school involved. A major contribution from this study will
provide educational leaders with valid statistical information that can be used to make




This study is a quasi-experiment that uses a classic factorial design. The
specific comprehensive school reform model used by the school is the major
independent variable. Other factors that were expected to influence achievement such
as socioeconomic status, quality staff development, principal’s leadership style,
academic performance, GCRCT performance expectations, needs assessment,
instructional method, and cost effectiveness were also investigated. Correlational and
descriptive analyses were performed on large amounts of data so that descriptions and
causal relationships regarding student achievement, student attendance and student
discipline could be identified. The objective was to determine which comprehensive
school reform model produces the most benefits for students.
Description ofthe Setting
Currently, the irrban school district studied has an emollment ofapproximately
58,000 students. These students attended a total of 97 schools in the system. There
were 69 elementary schools (K-5), three ofwhich operate on a year-round calendar and
41 that offer extended-day programs; 17 middle schools (6-8); and 11 high schools (9-
12) during the time of this study. This school system also supports one outsourced
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alternative school for middle and/or high school students, four charter schools, two
community schools, and an adult learning center.
The urban school district studied is organized into eleven vertical K-12 clusters
including one high school, while the community schools and adult learning center are
extensions of regular high school programs. There are nine comprehensive school
reform models being used in the targeted district in elementary schools. The
comprehensive school reform models adopted by elementary schools in the targeted
school district are: (1) America’s Choice, (2) Artful Learning (3) Co-nect, (4) Core
Knowledge, (5) Direct Instruction, (6) International Baccalaureate, (7) Modem Red
Schoolhouse, (8) Project GRAD I & II, and (9) SFA Roots and Wings. Data collected
by the studied school district for FY 2004 showed that elementary schools varied in
student achievement on the GCRCT in fourth grade in reading from 42% to 99%,
mathematics from 46% to 96%, and English/language arts from 59% to 98%. At the
same time, the free and reduced cost lunch status of these schools varied from 3.9% to
100% (Urban School District ofGeorgia, 2004).
Sampling Procedures
Data were collected from 18 of the 20 elementary schools in the urban school
district that were involved in comprehensive school reforms and agreed to participate in
the study. Cross sections of socioeconomic statuses were identified. The population
would be all elementary schools in this urban school district ofGeorgia.
62
Working with Human Subjects
This study involves archival data (i.e., student scores on the GCRCT) and self-
reports from K-5 educators. All names of the schools, K-5 educators, or any
information obtained will remain anonymous and confidential. Any information
collected was recorded and coded on a computerized statistical package entitled
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). No information will be revealed that
could identify any individual or school. The principals, teachers and school district will
be permitted to obtain a copy of the results.
Instrumentation
In addition to the archival data, information regarding comprehensive school
reform models, student attendance, student discipline, socioeconomic status, quality
staffdevelopment, principal’s leadership style, academic performance of students below
50%, GCRCT performance expectation, needs assessment, instructional method, and
cost effectiveness were collected by the use of the instrument. Reform Description
School Questionnaire. Teacher grade level, teacher experience, teacher education, and
teacher gender were collected as demographic data. This RDSQ instrument was
selected because of the type of information available in the targeted school district.
Permission was given for the use of the RDSQ instrument by Dr. Ganga Persaud
(author of the Reform Description School Questionnaire (RDSQ) instrument) and the
Office ofResearch, Planning and Accoimtability of this urban school district in
Georgia.
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The Reform Description School Questionnaire (see Appendix A) was used to
collect information about the comprehensive school reform models from the teachers’
perspectives. It also allowed data to be collected regarding the demographics of
teachers and their profession, as well as the students’ academic performance. Teachers
were asked to complete the measure for research purposes only. The questionnaire was
designed to obtain information about the comprehensive school reform model and the
students’ performance as perceived by the teacher.
Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected from the office ofResearch, Planning and Accountability
and the 18 of the 20 schools. Information pertaining to the comprehensive school
reform models, student achievement, student attendance, and student discipline referrals
were reviewed and recorded for research purposes only. Permission from the principals
were asked and granted before the questionnaires were sent to schools. Teachers were
asked to respond to the Reform Description School Questionnaire and return it to the
researcher in an envelope provided at the 20 schools. Data from this instrument were
reviewed and recorded.
Administrative Procedures
After approval was obtained from the members of the Clark Atlanta University
School ofEducation Department of Educational Leadership Dissertation Committee, a
letter was sent to the office ofResearch, Plarming, and Accountability of this targeted
urban school district in Georgia requesting permission to conduct the study and to use
data from this district. Permission was granted. Then, the researcher mailed letters to
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the 20 principals preselected explaining the study and asking for approval to include
data from their schools (see Appendix B). Approval was received from 18 elementary
schools. It was determined that the consent ofparents was not needed since the study
involves educational research and data that were already collected under the auspices of
the targeted school system.
Statistical Applications
The responses to the research questions and hypotheses that were previously
presented were analyzed by the use of the commercial statistical procedures in the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Statistical procedures that were
used were: descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, median, and percentages), and correlational
analyses (i.e., Pearson Product Moment coefficient, multiple regression, and factor
analysis).
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and describe the results of student
achievement scores as related to comprehensive school reform models. Correlational
procedures were used to determine whether or not a relationship existed among the
variables. Regression and factor analyses were conducted to be able to assess the effect
of the independent variable (i.e., comprehensive school reform models) on the
dependent variables (i.e., student achievement, student attendance and student discipline
referrals).
Delimitations
There are moderator variables in this study that are expected to influence the
relationship between the comprehensive school reform models and student
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achievement, student attendance and student discipline referrals. These variables were
listed as independent variables (e.g., quality staff development, principal’s leadership
style, academic performance, GCRCT performance expectation, needs assessment,
instructional method, and cost effectiveness, etc.) so that any effect on the dependent
variables v^dll be determined. This study also provided an opportunity to investigate the
effect of socioeconomic status on student achievement, student attendance, and student
discipline referrals as well.
Summary
A quasi-experiment was conducted because of the non-random assignment of
comprehensive school reform models to schools. Based on past achievement scores of
students, the superintendent of schools in the targeted district gave the elementary
schools a chance to select a comprehensive school reform model or to create a best
practices school improvement reform. The piupose of this current investigation was to
assess the influence of comprehensive school reform models on student achievement,
student attendance and student discipline in an urban elementary school district in
Georgia. The collected information was designed to be helpful to educational leaders
and teachers as they make adjustments and focus instruction to improve student success.
After appropriate approvals fi-om the dissertation committee and the school
district were received, the researcher made contact with 20 elementary school principals
(cross-section of school reform models) in the district. Information was collected from
the teachers using the RDSQ instrument. Additionally, archival data were collected
regarding the student achievement (GCRCT test data). Limitations and delimitations
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which are relevant for the current investigation centered on the characteristics of the
sample, non-random assignment was used. Statistical analyses were conducted to
determine if the null hypotheses would be accepted or rejected.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this research was to investigate the influence of comprehensive
school reform models used by elementary schools in this targeted district on student
achievement, student attendance and student discipline problems. The Georgia
Criterion Referenced Competency Test’s (GCRCT) reading, mathematics, and
English/language arts scores for 2004-2005 were used to measure student achievement.
Information regarding the percentage of students eligible for free and reduced cost
Irmches was used to classify schools’ socioeconomic status.
Data were grouped and coded to represent:
1. Improvement of students below 50% in reading (academic performance)
(items 1 to 5);
2. Improvement of students below 50% in mathematics (academic
performance) (items 6 to 10);
3. GCRCT performance expectation in reading (item 11);
4. GCRCT performance expectation in mathematics (item 12);
5. Student discipline referrals (items 13 to 16);
6. Student attendance (items 17 to 18);
7. Principal’s leadership style (items 19 to 30);
8. Needs assessment (items 31 to 37);
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689.Instructional method (items 38 to 43);
10. Comprehensive school reform model (items 44 to 56);
11. Quality staffdevelopment (items 57 to 69); and
12. Cost effectiveness (items 70 to 72).
Teacher grade level, teacher experience, teacher education, and teacher gender
were collected as demographic data. The choices in the demographic questions were
assigned numerical values based on the nominal or ordinal data in which they appeared
on the RDSQ instrument.




Improvement of students below 50% reading (student
performance)
Improvement of students below 50% math (student
performance)


















Instruction Method 4.1653 .77847
Comprehensive school reform models 4.0888 .67435
Quality StaffDevelopment 4.0025 .71671
Cost Effectiveness 3.5464 1.17541
Teacher experience 3.54 1.573
Teacher gender 1.91 .292
Teacher grade level 3.21 1.608
Teacher education 2.15 1.060
Percentage of students on free and reduced lunch (FRL) 7.475 3.6945
GCRCT 2005 reading score (meet and exceed expectations) 90.6566 7.78590
GCRCT 2005 mathematics score (meet and exceed 82.1774 12.98931
expectations)
GCRCT 2005 language arts (meet and exceed expectations) 91.1132 8.82803
Table 3 presents a description of the mean and standard deviation of the
comprehensive school reform models as related to student achievement, student
attendance, and student discipline. This table shows the variation in the mean scores of
the dependent variables for each of the comprehensive school reform models.
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61 82.6831 8.4877 1.08675
10 68.3333 .00000 .00000
19 78.9298 6.18299 1.41848
15 94.8000 .96609 .24944
30 83.8667 5.31578 .97052
30 96.1111 3.25227 .59378
65 93.4769 4.366.5 .54154
230 87.4957 9.25061 .60997
5.74883 .37907
3.60416
61 2.9317 .84238 .10786
8 2.8750 1.433.3 .50665
17 3.2059 .89807 .21781
15 3.6000 .84937 .21931
29 2.7672 .80437 .14937
27 3.641 .88783 .17086
61 3.2623 .70478 .09024









Modem Red School House
International Baccalaureate









61 2.9508 1.00708 .12894
8 3.0625 1.54544 .54640
17 2.8235 .90037 .21837
14 38214 1.01161 .27036
28 3.2321 .89734 .16958
25 3.3000 1.03078 .20616
60 3.3333 .79547 .10269




Table 4 presents the results from the correlational analyses regarding the data on
improvement of students below 50% reading, improvement of students below 50%
mathematics, GCRCT performance expectations on reading and mathematics,
principal’s leadership style, needs assessment, instructional method, comprehensive
school reform models, quality staff development, cost effectiveness and the dependent
variables student achievement, student attendance, and student discipline. The legend





IMPREAD Pearson Correlation .309 .626 .520
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 257 250 242
IMPMATH Pearson Correlation .355 .619 .568
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 255 250 242
CRTEXPEC Pearson Correlation .362 .421 .436
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 233 232 227
STUDISIP Pearson Correlation .292 1.000 .583
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 • .000
N 252 252 244
STUATEND Pearson Correlation .246 .583 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 •
N 244 244 244
PRINSTYL Pearson Correlation .127 .235 .147
Sig. (2-tailed) .041 .000 .021
N 262 252 244
NEEDASES Pearson Correlation .140 .201 .077
Sig. (2-tailed) .024 .001 .229




INSTMETH Pearson Correlation .174 .210 .071
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .001 .269
N 262 252 244
REFOMIMP Pearson Correlation .108 .095 .041
Sig. (2-tailed) .079 .131 .528
N 264 252 244
QSTAFDEV Pearson Correlation .207 .194 .142
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 ..002 .026
N 264 252 244
COSTEFEC Pearson Correlation .303 .339 .216
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001
N 255 245 237
Legend
IMPREAD Improvement of students below 50% reading (student performance)
IMPMATH Improvement of students below 50% math (student performance)
CRTEXPEC GCRCT performance expectation in reading and math
STUDISP Student Discipline
STUATEND Student Attendance
PRINSTYL Principal’s Leadership Style
NEEDASES Needs Assessment
INSTMETH Instructional Method
REFOMIMP Comprehensive School Reform Model
QSTAFDEV Quality StaffDevelopment
COSTEFEC Cost Effectiveness
ACH (Student Achievement) GCRCT reading, math, and language arts
percentage of students met or exceeded standards
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The hypotheses are analyzed below:
HOI: There is no significant relationship between student achievement and
comprehensive school reform models.
The results from the Pearson Product Moment Correlation coefficient (Table 4)
suggested that the relationship between student achievement and the comprehensive
school reform models was not significant at the p<05 level of significance. The null
hypothesis was accepted.
H02: There is no significant relationship between comprehensive school
reform models and student attendance.
As seen in Table 4, the relationship between comprehensive school reform
models and student attendance is not significant. The null hypothesis was accepted.
H03: There is no significant relationship between comprehensive school
reform models and the number of student discipline referrals.
Results showed the relationship between comprehensive school reform models
and student discipline was not significant (see Table 4). The null hypothesis was
accepted.
H04: There is no significant relationship between socioeconomic status ofthe
school (free and reduced cost lunch) and student achievement.
As can be seen in Table 4, there is significance at (p < .001) negative
relationship between socioeconomic status of schools and student achievement. The
pattern suggested was that as the number of students who receive free or reduced cost
lunches increased, student achievement decreased. The null hypothesis was rejected.
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H05: There is no significant relationship between student achievement
and quality staff development.
As was seen in Table 4, the relationship between quality staff development and
student achievement is significant (p< .001). The null hypothesis was rejected.
H06; There is no significant relationship between student achievement and
principal’s leadership style.
As shown in Table 4, the principal’s style of leadership was significantly related
to student achievement (p < .04). The null hypothesis was rejected.
The results of the Pearson correlations as shown in Table 5 indicate that student
achievement is inversely significantly related to the percentage of students eligible for
free and reduced cost limches. The correlation coefficient value of r=- 0.476 being
significant at the p<0.000 level is less than the tested significance level of 0.05. The
Pearson correlation also shows that free and reduced cost lunch is not significantly
related to student discipline and student attendance at the 0.05 tested significance level.
Teacher grade level, teacher experience, teacher education, and teacher gender are not
related significantly at the 0.05 tested level of significance for student achievement,
student attendance, and student discipline.
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Table 5
Demographics andAchievement, Discipline andAttendance
ACH STUDISIP STUATEND
FRL Pearson Correlation -.476 -.116 .017
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .075 .792
N 244 236 230
Teacher Grade Level Pearson Correlation -.069 -.089 -.083
Sig. (2-tailed) .315 .200 .242
N 215 209 202
Teacher Experience Pearson Correlation -.106 -.094 -.055
Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .153 .413
N 241 230 223
Teacher Education Pearson Correlation .075 .032 .129
Sig. (2-tailed) .238 .625 .051
N 246 235 228
Teacher Gender Pearson Correlation .030 -.003 .002
Sig. (2-tailed) .644 .960 .974
N 245 234 227
Legend
ACH Student Achievement: GCRCT (reading, mathematics, language arts
percentage ofstudents met or exceeded standards)





A factor analysis was used to determine if there were any variables with which
student achievement was associated. The factor analysis arranges the variables in
clusters or communes (called factors) according to their highest relationships. In the
first factor, variables with the highest bonding among themselves are grouped. In
Factor 2 the next set or cluster of variables that are highly interrelated are placed.
Subsequent factors are loaded likewise until all variables are allocated into factors. The
results from the factor analysis are presented in Table 6.
As seen in Table 6, Factor 3 substantiated earlier findings that there is a negative
relationship between student achievement and socioeconomic status as measured by the
number of students who receive fi'ee or reduced cost lunches. Cost effectiveness was





1 2 3 4 5
INSTMETH .915 .123 6706E-02 -6.360E-02 -1.950E-02
NEEDASES .885 6.367E-02 -8058E-02 -1.954E-02 6.449E-02
PRINSTYL .819 .147 -8640E-02 -3.999E-03 -4.680E-02
REFOMIMP .783 -9767E-03 .211 8.639E-02 1.673E-02





1 2 3 4 5
IMPMATH .132 .854 .218 -2.865E-02 9.290E-02
IMPREAD • 111 .838 .210 3.777E-02 .192
STUATEND -4.275E-02 .818 -1.979E-02 .102 -9.813E-02
STUDISIP .139 .795 8.192E-03 -2.777E-02 -4.675E-02
CRTEXPEC .158 .662 .388 -.101 -5.340E-02
FRL .107 -6.534E-02 -.806 .184 8.151E-03
ACH .189 .285 .721 -2.588E-03 .106
COSTEFEC .447 .319 .502 .250 -4.552E-02
Teacher
Experience
2.079E-02 -.174 -3.870E-02 .828 4.618E-02
Teacher Education 5.164E-02 .163 -5908E-02 .742 8.692E-02
Teacher Grade
Level
8.057E-03 -2473E-02 -8.669E-02 4.249E-02 -.776
Teacher Gender -1.212E-02 2.290E-03 -4.847E-02 .169 .725
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations
Legend
IMPREAD Improvement of students below 50% reading (student performance)
IMPMATH Improvement of students below 50% math (student performance)





PRINSTYL Principal’s Leadership Style
NEEDASES Needs Assessment
INSTMETH Instructional Method
REFOMIMP Comprehensive school reform
QSTAFDEV Quality StaffDevelopment
COSTEFEC Cost Effectiveness
FRL Percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunch
ACT (Student Achievement) GCRCT reading, math, language arts percentage of
students met or exceeded
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis
A stepwise multiple regression procedure was performed to determine the extent
to which variation on student achievement on the GCRCT as the dependent variable
could be explained significantly by the independent variables collected from the study
This procedure was used to determine which of the independent variables could serve as
predictors of student achievement.
The results are displayed in Table 7. As can be seen, the predictors for student
achievement are (in the order of importance): socioeconomic status (as measured by
the number of students who receive free or reduced cost lunches), improved of students




Regression Analysis: Dependent Variable Student Achievement







1 .503“ .253 .248 24.04875 .263
2 .602” .363 .355 22.27270 .110
3 .641" .410 .400 21.48257 .048
4 .656“ .431 .418 21.16518 .021
5 .667" .445 .429 20.96011 .014
a. Predictors: (Constant), FRL
b. Predictors: (Constant), FRL, IMPMATH
c. Predictors: (Constant), FRL, IMPMATH, COSTEFEC
d. Predictors: (Constant), FRL, IMPMATH, COSTEFEC, NEEDASES
e. Predictors: (Constant), FRL, IMPMATH, COSTEFEC, NEEDASES, STUATEND
Legend




Percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunchFRL
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Regression analyses were also performed with student attendance and student
discipline problems as dependent variables. When a stepwise multiple regression
procedure was conducted to determine the extent to which variation on student
attendance (Table 8) could be explained by the independent variables collected in the
study, the following predictors were revealed: student discipline, improvement of
students below 50% on grades in mathematics, comprehensive school reform models,
GCRCT performance expectation in mathematics, and socioeconomic status /free and
reduced cost limch). Table 9 shows that the relationships among the variables listed
below that are significant for dependent variable student attendance.
Table 8









5 (Constant) 22.1710 10.456 21.204 .000
FRL -3.313 .446 -.441 .059 -7.438 .000
IMPMATH 5.788 2.665 .160 .074 2.172 .031
COSTEFEC 4.361 1.592 .181 .066 2.739 .007
NEEDASES 5.405 2.033 .161 .061 2.659 .009
STATEND 4.019 1.915 .145 .069 2.098 .037
a. Dependent Variable: ACH
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Table 9
Regression Analysis: Dependent Variable Student Attendance
Adjusted Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square R Square The Estimate Change
1 .585* .342 .338 .81549 .342
2 .644” .414 .408 .77143 .073
3 .6ST .431 .422 .76242 .017
4 .669^' .448 .435 .75329 .017
5 .682* .465 .449 .74384 .017
a. Predictors: (Constant), STUDISIP
b. Predictors: (Constant), STUDISIP, IMPMATH
c. Predictors: (Constant), STUDISIP, IMPMATH, REFOMIMP
d. Predictors: (Constant),), STUDISIP, IMPMATH, REFOMIMP, CRTEXPEC
e. Predictors: (Constant), STUDISIP, IMPMATH, REFOMIMP, CRTEXPEC, FRL
f. Predictors: (Constant), STUDISIP, IMPMATH, REFOMIMP, CRTEXPEC, FRL,
Teacher Education
Legend
IMPMATH Improvement of students below 50% math (student performance)




As shown in Table 10, the results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated
that, in hierarchical order, the following variables interacted with student attendance:
student discipline (Beta = .354, p < .000)), improvement of students below 50%
mathematics (academic performance) (Beta = .254, p < .002), model (Beta = -.169, p <
.003), GCRCT performance expectation in reading and mathematics (Beta = .225, p <
.003), percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunch (Beta = .129, p < .03),
and teacher education (Beta = .112, p < .04).
Table 10







6 (Constant) .571 .428 1.222 .184
STUDISIP .402 .079 .354 .070 5.086 .000
IMPMATH .333 .103 .254 .079 3.222 .002
REFOMIMP -.254 .085 -.169 .057 -1.972 .003
CRTEXPEC .233 .078 .225 .076 2.970 .003
FRL 3.514E-02 .016 .129 .060 2.173 .031








Improvement of students below 50% math (student performance)




Percentage of students eligible for free and reduced limch
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Finally, when regression analyses were conducted (see Table 11) to identify the
predictors for student discipline referrals, significant results were revealed for
improvement of students below 50% mathematics (academic performance), student
attendance, needs assessment, and improvement of reading grades. Model 5 revealed
predictors of student attendance, needs assessment, and improvement of reading.
Table 11
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis: Dependent Variable Student Discipline







1 .594“ .353 .349 .71320 .353
2 Mf .444 .438 .66281 .091
3 .679*= .461 .452 .65484 .016
4 .691** All .465 .64650 .017
5 .687® .473 .463 .64766 -.005
a. Predictors: (Constant), IMPMATH
b. Predictors: (Constant), IMPMATH, STUATEND
c. Predictors: (Constant), IMPMATH, STUATEND, NEEDASES
d. Predictors: (Constant),), IMPMATH, STUATEND, NEEDASES, IMPREAD
e. Predictors: (Constant), STUATEND, NEEDASES, IMPREAD
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Table 12 shows the significant relationships among the dependent variable
student discipline and the variables student attendance, needs assessment, and
improvement of students below 50% in reading as the best predictors for student
discipline problems. The results of the regression analysis indicate that, in the
follovdng order, student attendance (Beta = .374, p < .001), needs assessment, (Beta =
.146, p < .009), and improvement of students below 50% reading (student performance)
(Beta = .399, p < .00) would predict student discipline significantly. Schools with good
student attendance, improvement in students below 50% reading (academic
performance), and better needs assessment had higher student discipline records.
Table 12









5 (Constant) 2.863E-02 .311 .092 .927
STUATEND .330 .058 .374 .065 5.732 .000
NEEDASES .156 .059 .146 .055 2.639 .009
IMPREAD .450 .078 .379 .066 5.779 .000
Legend





The major focus of the current investigation was the effects of the
comprehensive school reform models used by schools on student achievement, student
attendance and student discipline problems. Results showed that within each group
there were significant differences on student achievement (e<.000), student attendance
(p<.001) and student discipline (e<.000). Comprehensive school reform initiatives did
not significantly influence students’ achievement levels, student attendance or student
discipline referrals (see Table 13).
Table 13
Influence ofComprehensive School Reform Initiatives on Student Achievement,






ACH Between Groups 117264.509 7 16752.073 55.680 .000
Within Groups 74614.706 248 300.866
Total 191879.215 255
STUDISIP Between Groups 20.384 7 2.912 3.884 .001
Within Groups 176.926 236 .750
Total 197.311 243
STUATEND Between Groups 27.589 7 3.941 4.240 .000
Within Groups 213.782 230 .929
Total 241.371 237
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The overall findings fi'om this investigation are voluminous. Consequently, to
summarize, the findings have been enumerated as follows:
1. The correlational analyses performed in Table 4, student achievement on the
GCRCT, were significantly related to improvement of students below 50%
in reading (academic performance). (p<.000)
2. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to
improvement of students below 50% mathematics (academic performance).
(p<.000)
3. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to GCRCT
performance expectations on reading and mathematics. (p<.000)
4. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to student
discipline. (p<.000)
5. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to student
attendance. (p<.000)
6. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to the
principal’s leadership style. (p<.041)
7. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to needs
assessment. (p<.024)
8. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to
instructional method. (p<.005)
9. Student achievement on the GCRCT was not significantly related to
comprehensive school reform models. (p<.079)
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10. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to quality staff
development, (p<.001)
11. Student achievement on the GCRCT was significantly related to cost
effectiveness. (p<.000)
12. Student discipline was significantly related to improvement of students
below 50% in reading (academic performance). (p<.000)
13. Student discipline was significantly related to improvement of students
below 50% in mathematics (academic performance). (p<.000)
14. Student discipline was significantly related to GCRCT performance
expectations on reading and mathematics. (p<,000)
15. Student discipline was significantly related to student attendance. (p<.000)
16. Student discipline was significantly related to principal’s leadership style.
(p<.000)
17. Student discipline was significantly related to needs assessment. (p<.001)
18. Student discipline was significantly related to instructional method.
(p<.001)
19. Student discipline was not significantly related to comprehensive school
reform models. (p<.131)
20. Student discipline was significantly related to quality staff development,
(p<.002)
21. Student discipline was significantly related to cost effectiveness. (p<.000)
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22. Student attendance was significantly related to improvement of students
below 50% in reading (academic performance). (p<.000)
23. Student attendance was significantly related to improvement of students
below 50% in mathematics (academic performance). (p<.000)
24. Student attendance was significantly related to GCRCT performance
expectations on reading and mathematics. (p<.000)
25. Student attendance was significantly related to student discipline. (p<.000)
26. Student attendance was significantly related to principal’s leadership style.
(p<.021)
27. Student attendance was not significantly related to needs assessment.
(p<.229)
28. Student attendance was not significantly related to instruction method.
(p<.269)
29. Student attendance was not significantly related to comprehensive school
reform models. (p<.528)
30. Student attendance was significantly related to quality staff development.
(p<.026)
31. Student attendance was significantly related to cost effectiveness. (p<.001)
32. The stepwise regression analysis was performed in Table 7. The regression
analysis determined which of the independent variables could serve as
predictors of student achievement. This model showed that free and reduced
cost lunches were the first predictor of student achievement. The percentage
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of students eligible for free and reduced cost lunches, improvement of
student below 50% mathematics (academic performance), cost effectiveness,
needs assessment and student attendance contribute significantly to the
variance on student achievement on the GCRCT. It should be noted that the
percentage of students eligible for free and reduced cost lunches has an
inverse significant relationship with student achievement on the GCRCT as
indicated by the negative beta coefficients in Table 8. Therefore, schools
with lower percentage of students’ eligible for free and reduced cost lunches
have better student achievement. Schools with improvement in students
below 50% in mathematics (academic performance), cost effectiveness,
needs assessment, and student attendance have better student achievement of
the GCRCT.
33. Student discipline, improvement of students below 50% mathematics
(academic performance), comprehensive school reform models, GCRCT
performance expectation in reading and mathematics, percentage of students
eligible for free and reduced cost lunches, and teacher education contribute
significantly to the variance on student attendance. It should be noted that
comprehensive school reform has an inverse significant relationship with
student attendance indicated by negative beta coefficients. Schools with
lower referrals for student discipline, improvement in students below 50% in
mathematics (students’ performance), GCRCT performance expectation in
reading and mathematics, higher percentage of students eligible for free and
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reduced cost lunches, and higher teacher education had better student
attendance.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Findings
Six hypotheses were tested in this investigation. Results showed that the null
hypothesis was accepted for three of the hypotheses and rejected for three. Findings for
hypothesis one showed the null hypothesis was accepted because there was no significant
relationship that emerged between student achievement and comprehensive school
reform models. The findings relevant for hypothesis two were the data pertaining to
comprehensive school reform models and student attendance. The null hypothesis was
accepted; that is, there was no significant relationship between the comprehensive school
reform models used in schools and student attendance. Hypothesis three showed that
there was no significant relationship between comprehensive school reform models and
the number ofdiscipline referrals. The null hypothesis was accepted. A significant
relationship was revealed between the socioeconomic status of students and student
achievement. The direction of the relationship was negative; that is, as the number of
students who receive free or reduced cost lunches increased, the levels of student
achievement decreased. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected for hypothesis four.
As previously mentioned, there was a significant relationship between student
achievement and quality staff development. The null hypothesis for hypothesis five was
rejected. The finding revealed that the higher the rating ofquality staff development, the
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higher the levels of student achievement (2 < .001). Hypothesis six showed a significant
relationship between principal’s leadership style and student achievement. The null
hypothesis was rejected. There was a significant correlation between democratic
principal’s leadership styles and student achievement (p <0.041).
Regression analyses showed that the best predictors for student achievement were
these factors together: socioeconomic status (free and reduced cost lunch), improved
academic performance in mathematics for students below 50%, cost effectiveness of the
model, needs assessment, and student attendance. The findings of the hypotheses also
showed that: (1) student achievement was significantly related to student attendance,
student discipline, quality staffdevelopment, and principal’s leadership style; (2) student
attendance was significantly related to improvement of students below 50% in reading
and mathematics, student discipline and principal’s leadership style and (3) student
discipline was significantly related to improvement of students below 50% in reading and
mathematics, student attendance and principal’s leadership style. It appears that
principals with a democratic leadership style are more effective.
Conclusions
The conclusions drawn from the current investigation are directed by the research
questions that guided the study. That is, the relationship between student achievement
and the use of comprehensive school reform models (i.e., question one) is not clear.
Similarly, the use of comprehensive school reform models and student attendance
(question two) was not directly related. Nonetheless, student attendance was
significantly related to improvement of students’ below 50% in reading and mathematics.
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student discipline and principal’s leadership style. The number of student discipline
referrals and the use of comprehensive school reform models were not significantly
related (question three). It was indicated that student discipline was significantly related
to improvement of students below 50% in reading and mathematics, student attendance
and principal’s leadership style.
Research question four asked about the relationship of socioeconomic status and
student achievement. Socioeconomic status, as measured by the number of students who
receive free or reduced cost lunch, accounts for variance of student achievement levels.
Additionally, question five, student achievement is related to the quality of staff
development. The final question was concerned with the relationship between student
achievement and principal’s leadership style. The conclusion was that student
achievement was higher when the principal exhibited a democratic leadership style.
Implications
The first implication fi*om this study is that the use of comprehensive school
reform models would influence students’ behavior in schools. The second implication is
that administrators need to evaluate comprehensive school reforms as related to best
research practices when making decisions on the improvement of student achievement.
The third implication is that resources available to schools can have an impact on student
achievement, such as the amount ofcash available to schools firom Parent Teacher
Associations, business partnerships, and grants, as well as in-kind services such as
volunteer tutors and parental involvement assistance. The fourth implication is the level
of resoinces that (cash and in-kind) affect the types (the arts, museums, out of state trips.
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etc.) and amount of field trips and other educational experiences (Assembly programs,
etc.) attended by students. The final implication of this study is that the more autonomy
and democracy of a teacher the greater - the student achievement.
Recommendations
Further research is needed. This study is a step in the right direction for the urban
school district in Georgia. Results revealed that some of the hypotheses were supported,
while others were not. One reason why there were no significant findings in relationship
to comprehensive school reform models and student achievement could be that the
reform models needed more time to show results.
1. It is recommended that a longitudinal study of student achievement for
students beginning a comprehensive school reform model in kindergarten and
remaining in the same school reform through fifth grade.
2. It is recommended that future studies assess the student achievement of
specific comprehensive school reform models by looking at schools that have
similar demographics and use the same reform model.
3. It is recommended that comparisons between comprehensive school
intervention models and individual classroom intervention strategies be made
as well as best practices.
4. It is also recommended that comparisons between scripted reforms and
interdisciplinary reforms be further studied.
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5. It is also recommended that further studies be conducted on socioeconomic
status, needs assessment, principal’s leadership style, cost effectiveness, and
quality staff development as related to student achievement.
6. It is recommended that further studies be conducted on achievement
sustainability with the use of comprehensive school reform models.
7. It is recommend that a study on the strength ofpartnerships and their
contribution to student achievement be conducted.
8. During the literature review, a new factor emerged called wealth. The wealth
factor is different from socioeconomic and its implications as related to
student achievement. It is recommended that the wealth factor and student
achievement be further studied.
The importance ofwhat actually occurs in the classroom is critical. It is therefore
recommended that teachers and educational leaders become the primary stakeholders in
the decision making process and the selection of intervention strategies that are used
within individual schools. Strategies that are supported by research can help guide
decisions. Related to this concern is the need for teachers to utilize instructional
strategies that are consistent with the individual needs of students and student
achievement. The adults in children’s lives can structure the learning environment and
home in ways that are conducive for learning. Students should be exposed to
environments that are supportive, encouraging and motivational if they are to excel in
school.
APPENDIX A
Reform Description School Questionnaire
Dear Faculty Members:Iam conducting research for the doctorate in educational leadership at Clark Atlanta
University. Therefore, I am interested in your opinion from a purely research basis.
Please provide your opinion anonymously. The results will be provided as group data, no
person can be identified and no reference will be made to your school or school system.
I am grateful and thankful for your consideration and assistance.
Viola Belinda Blackshear
Directions:
In the following items, please use the following scale to write the number under the
correct response for each item from the following possible responses.
1 = No student 4 = Most students
2 = A Few students 5 = All or almost all students
3 = Some students
Please write one response per item: L 2 i 4 5
In assessing your students ’ performances in Reading, how many students who were below
grade level have significantly:
1. Gained knowledge about the basic skills as compared to when
they started
1 2 3 4 5
2. Demonstrated the use of higher order thinking skills as
compared to when they started
1 2 3 4 5
3. Demonstrated interest in reading similar to on or above grade
level students
1 2 3 4 5
4. Improved achievement level to earn an “A” grade 1 2 3 4 5




In your assessment ofMathematics performance, how many students who were below
grade level have significantly:
6. Gained knowledge about the basic skills as compared to
when they started
1 2 3 4 5
7. Demonstrated use of higher order thinking skills as
compared to when they started
1 2 3 4 5
8. Demonstrated on or above grade level performance on tests 1 2 3 4 5
9. Improved achievement level to earn an “A” grade 1 2 3 4 5
10. Improved achievement level to earn a “B” grade 1 2 3 4 5
Regarding studentperformance on the Criterion-Referenced Competency 1




11. In reading 1 2 3 4 5
12. In mathematics 1 2 3 4 5
In your assessment ofstudents ’ behavior, how many students who wereformerly
discipline problems:
13. Have improved their behavior as compared to when they
started
1 2 3 4 5
14. Have improved their behavior as compared to well behaved
students
1 2 3 4 5
15. Have not been referred to the office or counselor for
discipline
1 2 3 4 5
16. Have improved their self-concept and have become self¬
generated, creative, independent learners
1 2 3 4 5
In the area ofattendance:
17. Students who were often absent are now attending regularly 1 2 3 4 5
18. Students who were performing below grade level have
improved their attendance
1 2 3 4 5
In this section, please use the following scale:
1 = Never 2 = A Little 3 = Sometimes 4 = Most Times 5 = Always
Please write one response per item: L 2 3 4 5
The Principal:
19. Provides direction by using opinions of the faculty 1 2 3 4 5
20. Works in a team in which all teachers are equals 1 2 3 4 5
21. Encourages each teacher to be in charge 1 2 3 4 5
22. Creates tolerance for differences ofopinions by valuing
differences
1 2 3 4 5
© Ganga Persaud 2004
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Appendix A (continued)
23. Focuses on instruction so all students learn 1 2 3 4 5
24. Accepts opinions of faculty on how to get each child to
learn
1 2 3 4 5
25. Is impartial in distributing work 1 2 3 4 5
26. Assigns tasks with your consent to match capability 1 2 3 4 5
27. Helps teachers resolve their personal needs 1 2 3 4 5
28. Helps teachers achieve their professional growth plans 1 2 3 4 5
29. Can anticipate problems and helps to prevent them 1 2 3 4 5
30. Helps faculty to prevent stress 1 2 3 4 5
31. Consistently assesses the effectiveness of the instructional
program in relation to all students learning
1 2 3 4 5
32. Asks teachers to identify students who are performing
below grade level
1 2 3 4 5
33. Asks teachers to identify students with discipline problems 1 2 3 4 5
34. Asks teachers to identify the causes for students performing
below grade level
1 2 3 4 5
35. Asks teachers to identify the causes for students having
discipline problems
1 2 3 4 5
36. Asks teachers to determine if family socio-economic factors
are related to students’ academic problems
1 2 3 4 5
37. Asks teachers to determine if students’ poor academic
performance is associatedwith discipline problems
1 2 3 4 5
38. Demonstrates to the faculty practical teaching skills for
enabling all children to learn
1 2 3 4 5
39. Asks teachers to develop curriculum and teaching strategies
to counteract the negative socio-economic factors of
students
1 2 3 4 5
40. Encourages and accepts teachers’ creative strategies for
enabling all children to learn
1 2 3 4 5
41. Asks teachers to set a time frame for improving below
grade level students to perform at grade level
1 2 3 4 5
42. Asks teachers to evaluate and report their effective
strategies for students who were below grade level
1 2 3 4 5
43. Asks teachers to utilize the results of student evaluation to
make innovations in instructional development
1 2 3 4 5
In this school building instructional leaders:
44. Demonstrate practical knowledge about the Reform
programs
1 2 3 4 5
45. Consistently implement the program strategies as required 1 2 3 4 5
© Ganga Persaud 2004
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Appendix A (continued)
46. Review with teachers the progress made by students who
are below grade level
1 2 3 4 5
47. Celebrate and publicly acknowledge academic progress
made by below grade level students
1 2 3 4 5
48. Encourage and accept input from teachers regarding best
practices in implementing the reform programs
1 2 3 4 5
49. Offer suggestions and strategies for improvement on reform
program implementation
1 2 3 4 5
50. Meet regularly with local school teams to discuss reform
program implementation
1 2 3 4 5
51. Share quarterly assessment data with staff and stakeholders
in a timely manner
1 2 3 4 5
52. Display assessment of students’ work prominently
throughout the building
1 2 3 4 5
53. Use morning announcements to remind students and staff
about the reform program objectives and accomplishments
1 2 3 4 5
54. Regularly attend reform programs’ component meetings and
give meaningful feedback to teachers
1 2 3 4 5
55. Participate in reform implementation visits and give timely
feedback to staff and students on the results of the
implementation visits
1 2 3 4 5
56. Take student achievement data into consideration when
making instructional decisions
1 2 3 4 5
AtStaffDevelopment Workshops already conducted, Presenters:
57. Demonstrated how each program component should be
implemented
1 2 3 4 5
58. Practically demonstrated how to assess students’ baseline
performances
1 2 3 4 5
59. Practically demonstrated how to identify the causes for
students’ deficiencies
1 2 3 4 5
Please write one response per item: L 2 3 4 5
60. Practically demonstrated how to utilize each activity to
address the causes for students’ deficiencies
1 2 3 4 5
61. Practically demonstrated how to incorporate higher order
thinking skills into daily instruction
1 2 3 4 5
62. Practically demonstrated how to utilize evaluation data to
make changes in instruction
1 2 3 4 5
63. Provided materials and explanations while teachers listen
with some question and answer session at the end
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix A (continued)
64. Provided opportunities to teachers to give opinions on what
could work in classrooms and what could not
1 2 3 4 5
65. Explained the materials, then demonstrated practically how
they could be utilized
1 2 3 4 5
66. Explained the steps of the method/strategy, then organized
teachers to role-play or practice the strategy for application
in their classrooms
1 2 3 4 5
67. Organized teachers to practice the materials and evaluate
their effectiveness
1 2 3 4 5
68. Conducted follow-up on the practice of the new skills in my
classroom
1 2 3 4 5
69. Visited our school in a timely manner for program reviews 1 2 3 4 5
/ think, the reform progj'ams:
70. Are worth the cost when considering the amount of gains
made by students who were below grade level
1 2 3 4 5
71. Are worth the cost as all or nearly all students below grade
level improved to grade level
1 2 3 4 5
72. I would recommend the program to other school systems
and to other schools within the system
1 2 3 4 5
Demographics:
73. Check the Reform Programs that are operational in your school:







7. Modem Red School House
8. International Baccalaureate
9. SFA (Success for All)
74. Please estimate, how many students in your class are on free or reduced lunch:
[]0-10% [] 11-20% [] 21-30% [] 31-40% [] 41-50%
[ ] 51-60% [ ] 61-70% [ ] 71-80% [ ] 81-90% [ ] 91-100%
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Appendix A (continued)
75. What is your grade level?
[ ] Kindergarten [ ] First Grade [ ] Second Grade
[ ] Third Grade [ ] Fourth Grade [ ] Fifth Grade
76. Please check your teaching experience:
[ ] 1-2 Years [ ] 3-5 Years [ ] 6-10 years
[ ] 11-15 Years [ ] 16-20 Years [ ] 21 or above years
77. Please check your qualifications:
[ ] 1. Bachelor’s degree and teacher certifications
[ ] 2. Master’s degree
[ ] 3. Master’s degree and additional courses
[ ] 4. ED. S or above
78. Please check your gender: [ Jl.Male [ ] 2. Female





I am currently a graduate student at Clark Atlanta University pursuing my doctorate
degree in Administration and Supervision. My goal is to examine student achievement as
it is related to quality teaching and comprehensive school reform models. Your help is
needed to complete this study. If you, as principal, will agree to the inclusion of data
from your school, I can complete my project. Data collected in the study will be treated
as confidential, and reporting of data will not be conveyed in any way that would identify
any one particular school, teacher or principal.
Once the data are collected, you may request a copy of the results.













Department ofResearch, Planning, and Accountability
130 Trinity Avenue, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303
Dear Dr. Emmons:
I am writing as the chairperson of the Department ofEducational Leadership requesting
that you allowMs. Viola Blackshear to conduct dissertation research in the Atlanta
Public Schools. Ms. Blackshear is at the dissertation stage in the doctoral program in
Educatiortal Leadership. The title ofher study is "The Per^ptions ofthe Elementary
School InstructionalLeadership TeamsRegc^ing Grade Retention in an Urban School
District.” I believe thatMs. Blackshear study will be a significant corttribution to the
knowledge base and the world of school prance.
Ms. Blackshear’s dissertation advisor has wortced closely with her in the developtrtent of
her topic and in the preparation ofher research instruments. I feel certain that she is
ready to proceed with data gathering during this phase ofher research.
Ifyou need additional information, please do not hesitate to callme (404) 880-8503.
Thimk you for your Idnd assistarrce.
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APPENDIX D
Letter Granting Permission to Conduct Research
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Pebnury 7,2005
Rl»AlirU PLAMWO and ACOOUNTAgUTY
ISO Tiuhity avknuk. S.W.
tTH ruWR
Atuanta, Orumiua S030S-S634
Our FoeuM„Jtudtni Suectu iM-tOS-ZTRO
404-(09-ni«
M>. Viol* B. Blickihew, Principil
Woodion Elemenuzy School
160S Donald Lee Hollowell Ptrkwey
Atlanta, Oeorgia 30318
Dear Ms. Blaekshear:
Your request to conduct researeh within the Atlanta Public Schools (APS) was reviewed by the Research Screening
Committee in accordance with the guidelines. Your research smdy entitled “Student Achievement as Related to
Comprehensive School Reform” wu approved under the following conditions:
1. Your study is confined in APS to twenty elementary schools (Beecher Hills, Boyd, Brandon, Capitol View, Dunbar,
Pickett, Gideons, Grove Park, Humphries, Jackson, M. A. Jones, Momingside, Oglethorpe, Peyton Forest, Rivers,
Smith, Towns, Usher, Williams, and Woodson). You must obtain the approvals of the principals of each of the
selected schools prior to beginning your research study. Principals have the final approval on whether research studies
are conducted in their schools. If any of the principals of the schools selected for your sample do not approve of your
study or do not believe that it is in the best interest of their schools to participate, you must drop those schools from
your sample without replacement.
2. Your research design involves the use of a teacher questionnaire entitled “Reform Description School Questioniuire"
and an observation intmunent entitled “Observation-Based Instructional Assessment.” All twenty schools will
participate in the teacher questioruiaiie. Out of the sample of twenty schools, six schools will be selected to participate
in the observatioiu. Three teachers at each of the six schools will be included.
3. No students will be directly Involved In your research study.
4. Activities related to your research study must not interfere with the ongoing instructional program in the classrooms or
with the state and local testing programs. Observations must be unobtrusive with no videotaping or audiotaping
allowed. Teacher questionnaires should be eompleted during a regularly Kheduled faculty meeting or other
aoninstructlonal honri.
5. The confidentiality of students, teachers, other APS staff memben, the schools, and the school system must be
ensured. Pseudonyms for people and the schools, u well u references to APS u “a large urban school system,” are
required in the title and text ofyour final report before publication or presentation outside of APS.
6. Teachers and other APS staff members can participate in or assist with your research study only on a voluntary basis.
7. The data collection phase of your research study must be completed by the end of the 200S calendar year.
I. If changes are made in the research design or in the instruments used, you must notify the Department of Research,
Plaruiing, and Accountability prior to beginning your study.
This letter serves as official notification of the approval of your proposed research study, pending the above conditions.
Remember that a copy of the results ofyour eompleted study must be submitted to the DeparWm of Research, Planning, and











To Whom ItMay Concern;
This is to confirm that Viola Blackshear is granted by the author to administer the
following instruments for research purposes related to her dissertation at Clark Atlanta
University;
a) Reform Description School Questionnaire
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